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This overview-of multicounty cooperation in Ohio in late 1974
could never have been’ completed without cooperation from librarians

in every part of the State.

and trouble ‘and evident sincerity with which they responded to the survey-
or's rhquests for information and opinion.

—

Thanks also to Projec
several project offices; to

Association and the Ohio Library Trustees Association and to their officers,

for their interest and help;
State Library of Ohio.

»

Professor Genevieve Casey of Wayne State University was of great
help in the original plqnning sessions. of the survey, in participating Jin
an. early round of visits in Southern Ohio, and most egpecially in hélping

to design the questionnaire.

dfscussing -a prelininarx version of this report, the compilation
.offices of more complete more meaningful, and more comparable sta
a f@commendation.to which the surveyor wiroleheartedly subscribes. -
other® great lack which the surveyor noted, a deeper and more penetrating ==

and better-documentéd — assessment of human needs

leq&th in the report itself.

-

; Regardless of,

surveyor alone.

o ahs s w——

FOREWORD _

or in spite of,
mentioned, and many others. including colleagues at Case Western Reserve
University, mistakes of fact or opinion in thib survey are those of the

r

-
»

- 13

Sincere thanks to all. of them for the time'.

o -
E
.

Directors or Coordinstors'andfstaff at the -
he Executive Office of the Ohio Library

and. to the administration and staff of the

e
x

X

She strongly suggested, in the courge of
project
tistics:

The

is dealt with at some

the help so freely given by those just

‘.

- /A. J. Goldwyn:

March 1975
*
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// - AN INTRODUCTION

)

$
’

The Ohio lerary Developmcnt Plan, app1 oved October 19, 1968 by members

f of the Ohio Library Association and the Oth Library Trustees Association)
. has ‘for,some six 'years been the basis of the llbrar) devclopment program of
L The State Library of Chio. The Ohio Library Development Plan became the l

Ohio Library Dcv’elop"ment Program (OLDP) when legislation was approved

'by the General Assembly in 1969 and libraries throughout Ohlo Began its 1mp1emen‘ta- Vs
o tion. Throughout, OLDP statements on "Responsibilities for Library Service" |
' have been used as guiding principles by the State Library Board These include
" "Priority-in the use of federal funds must be given. to the 1mp1ementat10n of

-«

/s

- \ this Plan" and "The State Library Board's responsibilities should be carrled
\ out’in such a way as to encourage local initiative and foster 1nter11brary coopera=.
“\\_ tion on the local.and regional level." _ . . - .
‘: . Two measures of the State,Library Board's ¢ommitment to the OLDP are
./ the number and size uf grants made for interlibrary couperation, and the estab-
" lishment of the followi ing gQal in The Ohio Long Rghge Program for Improvement
. of Library Ser‘wces (1972) co —
{ i .
|
i Tinplementaizon of the Ohio Library Development Plan, including ’
' development of networks und Area lerar‘y Service .Organizations.
. " ALSOs snauld Le funded with State funds, and LSCA funds should be
! used for advancing fhose parts of the OLDP which focus. ‘on respon-
’ Libilities for assessing neéeds, developing appropr iate serv1ce response,
B and* 1nter11brary planning and cooperauon " The cogtinued development
. - of sound, viable multicounty cooperatlve library grams to prepare-. )
. " the way for effective ALSOs is a bagic part of this program. o /\,,//\\ -
| )
., " State lerary Boarfd grants'for multlcpunty cuoperatives and the Area lerary -

Service'Organization in the five fiscal years 1970 through 1974 totaled $1.7
million. (In FY 1970 multicounty cooperative grants totaled.$72,287; in FY
1974 they totaled $664,427). If the operating expenditures for the Southeasterr:
Ohio Regional Library Service Center were added to the five ,year total, the
multlcounty development expenditure of the Board for this period 1s $2- 4 m11110n “"

e

The $2.4 million over a fiver year Pperiod fills only a small portion of
the gap between available resotrrces and those. needed, to assure essential library .
seérvicés. The library development program in this pe\rlod has been heavily
dependent upon federal Library Services and Construction Act (LSCA) funds, .
. and both LSCA and state aid funds have been stretched thin to finance multicounty .
cdoperation.”

Rl" :

o s s e s - - —

hstabhshment of the ALSO mmade possﬂ:l\. only by re-dlrectlon
of state aid funds, a State Library Board action taken in Decembex 1972 after
public hearings and several months of study and reassessment. The revised
state aid rules became effective March 31, 1973, and in April the State'Library
Board. 8pproved the Ohio Valley Area Libraries as Ohio's first ALSO. It began .

. 4




- comn i

P

/ K N / ¥ :
operation thh approximately one- third funding in its first month.; « By 1974 :
the ALSO was approximately half-uunded ‘“ « . -

LI « ! /

Two forms of ngxonal organization, the ALSO and the multicounty cooperative,

resulted’from a policy detision that federal funds should not be used fgr ALSO
operations, and that ALSO dgvelopment should be finonced with state aid funds,
This décision was based upon discussions in the 1970 Qhio State University
Library Standards and Planning Workshop and the advice of the OLA/OLTA
Library Develooment Plan Steering Committce. Important distinctions emerged
between the ALSO and the multicounty cooperative in matters of scope, f1nancmg, )
and legal organization. state funds are provided for the ALSO, which is 1ntended
to assure a full range of essential librar y serv1ces and an ALSO Board is :
formed by the participating libraries under Sec 3375.70 of the Ohio Revised
Code.+ Multicounty cooperhtives, on the Gther hand, are funded under short-

term LSCA grants, are infended to meet one or more priority nceds identified

by the cooperating libraries, and are admmstered by one of the par ticipating
libraries inder contractual arrangements

o

The multicouqnty cooperatives have grown rapidly in number, size; sc'opée«
of services, and complexity. They have faced and solved organizational, service,
anﬁ\procedural problems’in different ways, They survived the trauma of -
short~term projects, pared- down applications and cost-shdring when LSCA

" funds were impounded in FY 1973, and they have gr own smce that time.

"By summe¥ 1974 the Ohio Valley Area Libraries (OVAL) Area_Library
Setvice Organization had been in operation approximately a year, assisting
the improvement of ! 1b1~ary services in an 1l cSunty area, and libraries in 62
other counties were working together in multxcounty cooperatives. , The scale
of this 1nterhbrary cooperation, and plans for its further deyv elopment suggested
that a brief review'of the status and accomplishments of multlcounty cooperatlon

: would be timely and 1mpoztant. . )

Theref'ore The State Library asked A r J. Goldwyn, of the School of Library .
Sc1ence Case Western Reserve University, and Genevieve Casey of Wayne

‘State Un1vers1ty, Division’of Library Science, to undertake such a review.

Mr. Goldwyn was asked to complete a br1e£ study and prepare a report that
would provide information useful both for statewide planning and in the further
de\’/elopment of each project. The report would mclude a review of each multi- . .
county cooperative, and its beginnings, the orgamzatlon 1 structure, needs N
assessment techmques, the extent towhich it meets established objectives,

and long range plans. It would identify emerging patterns and trends, and

make recommendatlons for future cooocrartlve development., .

v g b ) smman v —— 8 v
¥ bt . . T & - e e s

The survey began July 19, 1974, anll most of the field work and surveylng
was done over the following three months. liss Casey participated in the
initial planning, selected field visits, and in ritique of the final draft report.
We believe this report, and Mr, Goldwyn's recommendations, coupled withsaddi-
tional study, can serve as the basis for discussion and action'which will“improve
library services throughout Ohio, . :

. 1

i Lo ’ 8 Joseph F. Shubert,{State Librarian
v o March 2, 1§75 ’

s s 4 8
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- I. TINTRODUCTION .
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? y. Thé period of four or five years from 1967 to 1972 was a high ,
point in many ways.for Ohio libraries. Working closely together, the
. State Library of Ohio (SLO), the Ohio Library Association (OLA), and
o the Ohio Library Trustees Association (OLTA) developed, encouraged and
supported the Survey of Ohio L1braries and State Library Services and, as .
it approached completion, heralded its appearance at statewide’ and regional
meetings and ¢onferences. By the time the Survey appeared, it had become the .
text for an extended round of workshops and meetings where librarians
and trustees met again and again to hammer out the details®of the Ohio ,
Library Development Plan (OLDP). One of the most striking character- i
isties of those days'-- and-nights -- was thelr "ecumenical'' nature )
public, school, academic and special librarians; State Library and
OLA/OLTA staff: Iibrary school faculty; out-of-state librarians who
. shared their owm expérience; legislators; authorities from such dis-
ciplines as economics and political sciénce; and many dedicated. trustees.
. * Every section of the. State was represented, the great and”“middle cities

as well as the small towns and, villages. The concept of thé Area --
. Library Service Organization (ALSO) was discussed from -- it seemed -- .
every perspective, :and its, feasibility generally agreed upon. Together, ’ B
the goals of the OLDP appeared ‘to promise a bright future for thé . N
- libraries of Ohio, providing access to library and information regources
o for every citizen of the State through three steps- o)

¢

1. establishment of ALSOs and metropolitan library systems; h ;
2. establishment of a reference’and information netbork to
meet specialized information needs; and . . ..
3. strengtheniny of The State Library. . ‘
The Ohio Library Development Plan was approved by members of the — :
Ohio Library Association and the Ohio Library Trustees Association in .
1968 (revised February, 1974). A signal achievement for library develop-
__ment in Ohio wa3 its approval in prinripl~ by the State legitlature. th
coincidentally. Standards for the Public Libravies of Ohio were béing “@i\'

. developed at the same time by OLA (provisionally adopted 1970).  They
are consistently and familiarly referred to in multi—county,planning.

£ e
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Since the promulgation of these steps, or goals, excitement has -
subsided to a consid@rable extent. On the one hand, groups of librariamns
-and trustees in a number of areas in the State hHave settled down to
plan ALSOs. These groups, covering in all some three-quarters or more
of the State, are referred to as Multi-County Cooperatives (}MCCs). I
In one area of Southern Ohio, the Ohio Valley Area Libraries (OVAL) ‘
have been authorized as the first ALSO. These various activities,
their problems and their promise, will be reviewed in the course of

this report. .

- .

On the other hand, it is not too early to point out in-this
introductory section that the interest in and support for area library ‘
service development which rcached a ‘high point some years ago,
particularly among librarians and trustees npt now directly involved
in MCC or ALSO planning, has perceptibly faded. It will be one of
the recommendations of this report that attention be redirected by
the State Library, tle OLA, and the OLTA toward the rekindling of the L
statewide enthusiasm which supported the development of the Plan. A ’
Only in in the Governor s Conference in .early 1974 and its lollow-ups was
it possible to perceive that same singleness of purpose: ‘o achieve
visibility -- and viability--- for Ohio s libraries. : - \\

-~

There is another dimension to the problem which is more subtle
and therefore more ‘difficult to deal with than.the general psychological ‘ {
slowdowns described above, though it is a contributing cause to that .
malaise. That is the altered climate of public opinion, both in the
"liberal" and "conservative' sectors. National andfinternational polieies
+ .and -events have changed our world since the late '60's, more, pérhaps, '
than we realize. They have changed the point of view of institutions .
and individuals as well. We have travelled a long way from what was :
acknowledged as the social responsibility of the Great Society to what s
the .National Observerhas called the "jut-jawed populism" of revenue sharing.

At the same time, the economic .pressures of today and forecasts of an austere
tomorrow have been working toward a focus not outward, -on cooperation .
for thée general welfare, :but inward, on survival. These forces work

against a Statewide, even a regional view. They must .be recognized

and met: . } ’

The easy altruism of ten years ago is mo longer “the cause.
The cause now 1is survival value of regional and sfipra-regional cooperation,
and the challenge is ,to sell that value on the State level, Probably
the ssingle most important recommendation in this report is B4, below'

Trustees must work with the&; State legislators.for
- - funding of existing or impr, ed_ lepiq]ation in support

or ongoing and future cooperative activities.
s , .

v -
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2e " Diring & period of about six weeks in 1974, the surveyor drove
. some 4,000 miles uwQund Ohio, visiting libraries, attending meetings
of 1'brariané and trustees’, seeing at first Hand ‘the vast difference
in library Suppo:t‘across-thg_Stgte. From Fort Recovery to East Liverpool,
from Sandusky .ro Cincingati, ‘the contrasts were remarkable., Yet every-
where there was real professjonal dedication to librarianship, and a
common belief in the importance and the future of libraries. Always
. evident was the striking variety of the land: rich flat farmlands, - -
rolling hills, great stretches of State forest (removed from the tax . "
rolls!), urban and exurban spravl. 2 ' . : " .

When not travelling or visiting libraries, the surveyor was
accumulating large ‘quantities of files (through the cooperation of ‘
State Library staff) and correspondencé, from libraries in each of.
~the area engaged in cooperative activities. <Also referred to below
are notes of a number of telephone interviews and of meetings with'thev
Project Directors, singly or in groups. , o . '

[y

k4

-

' —~rt .l
In spite of the bulk of informatign collected, many or most of " t:.e
conclusions which a brief survey of a widespread activity.can support

. .+ are necessarjly subjective, and ‘the recommendations which accompany
this report are chiefly directed toward further, mnre'deta;lgd study.

. % Regional cooperation /in Ohip is important. It 1s rich in promise,
* A great deal has been achieved, A great déal rémains.to be done.’ .
Probably the most positive and heartening: aspect of the activity observed :
." in the course of this study is the real determination, by“Ohio librarians -

. and trustees now involved to see that it is done, and done well,

e

The following multi-county activities were reviewed: ' - ¢
. . % .
. ~ + " Centfal Ohic Taterlibrary Network (COINY ~ — ~ —
Lorain-Medina (L-M) or PROJECT FINFO : /
Miami Valley Library Organization (MILO) o~
Mideastern Ohio Library Organization (MOLO) , / )
Northeastern 0hio~Libr?ry Association (NOLA) . ’ :
\ : Northwestern Library District (NORWELD)- ' -
Southwestern Ohio Rural J.ibraries Council (SWORL)
Western Ohio Regional Library Development System (WORLDS) . - :
- ) S . X R
‘ If addition, the Ohio Valley Area Libraries (OVAL), as the first ALSO
authorized, was included. Time and other outside constraints prevented
visits to Southeastern Ohio Library Organization (SOLO), the largest
.._area of the State stir;;ggsen;;ai;x_unuaganized. ‘Some comment an _SOLO. |
howevar, based on data available, will be found below, '

* ’

|

1

]

1

|

‘ ) A questionnaire (5ee Appendix) was mailed to every participating l
public library. Responses were good, considering the rather limited . 7

! aount of time, and the fact that vacation periods were ‘involved, . l
. . . . |

i

|

|
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An earlier repo t commissioned by The State Library. 01 Ohio
was criticized on the game latter point, but its general conclusions -
femain useful and ‘interesting, though now out-of-date.‘ Michael W, Sptcer,

g A Comparative Analysis of Five Regional Reference and Networks. (Cols 1972),

. The present surveyor would quote the following. (p 12) in support of .
‘the remarks in the foreword and elsewhere in the present -reportsy " the
author has concluded that,. . . cOst per transaction figdres calcu]ated

.y were not sufficiantly comparable among networks to’ publish or uae o . g

% ¢
% * "o P
v . . * - -

. * R . . . I I
) 7+ . MCC/ALSO % RESPONSE* . - .. ar g
: . —_— . —_— - L s
COIN * | - " 85% T ol '
s INFO g To-66. 7, s
P MILO : . aw 57 - . . K - )
N . . MdLO - 75 ’ P ¢ v ' .
- . ' « - NOLA . . - 75 e . . IR
S : NORWELD® . 60 . o f el .
’ . 7 OVAI-: . A - 58 - . . . e ‘. - ) » .-"
. y .SWORL ; . 75 . ‘ LSS A
. " WORLD$ : .50 ¢ T
‘ . * %4 ; 4 [} ‘e
14 ’ . . : R - . LY ¢ e
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. * In most cases, there have been changes in the total\number of
. participating libraries used to calculate the percentages in

this-table, since most of the MCCs have added members since .
mid-1974 Raw figures appear in the separate MCC sections
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')// II. REGIONAL ACTIVITIES

. - " coN

s
The Central Ohio Interlibrary Network (P”T" congists of a.
majority of the libraries in an eight-county are ¢ i. u-central
Ohio. The largest city is Mansfield, which- is.: v central to the
area and which has taken a leadership role in organizing multi~-county
activity. - Although ij;u/trial development is scatterad throughout

e

the area (as much indusyry exists in the eight counties, it is said,

as 4n the Akron area),/much of COIN (about half) remains'rural. Only

four 'of the 13 member/libraries at the time of the first LSCA proposal
€1971) had operating budgets over the Standards minimum; five had book’
collections below the minimum. Fifteen of the 19 public libraries in

the area belong to CQIN,

COIN appears to be (as close as any~o} the presently formed"
groups) a '"natural marketing and trading area; -with the exceptizp of Wayne
County (Wooster) Wooster is probahly oriented more toward Clevéland |,

'and Akron than toward Mansfield \g fact which is partially reflected

+

.strong area 1ibrary, and the librarians in both Wooster and -Orrville

in the State Planning District to which Wayne County is assigned. -
Whether in the long run a" decision (either by the 1ibraries of Hayne
County or by gubernatorial fiat) to cut Wayne County out of COIN would
seriously weaken tihe MCC is hard to predict. Wooster is an especially

are cooperative, both active.on COIN committees.' They would undoubtedly
be wissed. Except for Lorain/Medina this was the only MCC .area where\\
the question of redistricting was more than casually discussed in.-the .
presence of the surveyor, even in response to W?s questions, * e -
The grouping. of counties as it now exists dates back to -early
1970, when librarians and trustees met to discuss cooperation. A
proposal grew from that meetiny resulting in:the first LSCA graut,
(Earlierscooperative effort had actually begun in 1968 with a lar .
print’ project,. which is still affectionately rcferred to hyimenbg§Q~
Iibraries,. . One respondent, in fact -- who did not sign the questionnaire
——.named o z the large print project as 4, useful cooperative service.)
Mansfield continues its role as administering library;: its 1eadership,
helpful- from the beginning, appears to be beneficent. With the exce~-
tign of one county, as indicated above, Mansfield seems to- serve well
4s.a center. The strongest complaint was a mild one -- from a far '
corner of the area, sixty miles away: '"... but domeone. has to be on

- the fringe area," the librarian bravely reports.

There issconsiderable. 'citizen (meaning librarians and trustees)
involyement" in COIN. There are committees on every aﬁpect of ALSO
and project planning. "Their reports are reviewed and refined by the
Steering Committee and then by the Draft Committee, A set of bylaws
for ALSO activities has been drafted, ~

13
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The question of organizational meetings is a troublesome one,

* which will be referred to again. Perhaps more frequent than,any other
‘complaint by librarians about MCC activities has been the comment
-+ meotings - often distant, inevitably time—consumi%g - are a real

n, especially on the small libraries where, in some cases, there,
a.e 70 full-time employees. Yet posed against this problem 1s the
need for participation in planning and dec#sion—making. It is a
common topic throughout the State, and one which echoes in every MCC
review, It is serious enough to merit careful discussion by. Project .
Directors ‘and consultants,

-

-

Ed

Trustees seem to be adequately involved at the higher levels,
at least (e.g., the-Steering Committee); there is in general however,
a congensus among respondents that trustee workshops or m etingo are._.
probably not to be recommended, and that most trustees are- indifferent
to MCC activities as long as Such*activities are reported asg.having |
improved service at little or no cost. (One library reported its
trustees as '"calmly enthusiastic,! too subtle a characterization to
tabulate.) QOb or famlly commitments of course, militate against
further trustee involvement. Only one of the 12 librarians answéring
the surveyor 8 questionnaire felt strongly that trustee meetings would
be useful -- “because I'm not sure they know _exactly how, or why COIN
operates." ,This may (or may not) be/true of some of the “"indifferent"
trustees in other libraries as well--- and, of course, it may suggest '
that the librarian should schedule time on the agenda or prepare
‘materials for the board. Another/Subject for further study.

-
e

Rapport between the administering library\and project personnel
is good. The Project Director came in late —- well Yafter the original
project was funded. This was a serious handicap which she, the administer-
ing librarye and the participating librarians have battled with patience )
and fortitude. There is general agreement that the wheels are mozfng
smoothly, She received mych praise from the member librarians.

There 4g agrerment also among thém that the MCC should have .
separate quarters outside the adminstering library. Such accommodation
are included in future plars, as also is enlarged staff in order both
to broaden consultation competence available and, presumably, to
increase contact between the headquarter's office and the member libraries.

.An original survey made by Dr, Dorothy Sinclair is frequently referred
to in project planning. A more recent "Evaluation of Needs' was made by
a committee in preparation for 1975 ALSO proposal writing. Fifteen hundred
questionnaires were returned, of some 4600 distributed to: the public, to
librariang and trustees, Not clear from the final report was the )

4

extent to which non-users were contacted or what age groups responded, '
if such characteristics were known. .

.
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- o ; + The Orlxlndl Ob]tCthLS ‘of the program ire‘(l) to improve refei_ '
)- < f e servivcs to library users in the citht—county area, (2) to provide

in—depth survey of participating libraries as a step for future
lanning, and’ (3) {£o demonstrate the potential benefits to be gained

ship was established
o were held, which were
‘ Mansfield was poor,

Fonn the libraries.

’

evaluated variously:

//',' 'Q : through cooperaqion urlder the Library Development Act, \
.’: \, . During the first year, the survey was completed.’ Some start was
) . ’f“ made’ toward improving T, ference service, and a good working relation—

In-service training programs
attendance at Marion-and

for example, but three of the libraries felt that

they had some value éspecially, for inexperiericed personnel

There

d 'was similar division of opinion regarding a National Library Week

’-

- . display at a shopping center.

Like most, such displays, it seems to

- have been useful mainly to give the librarians the feeling of achieving

”

LY

somethding tangible.

~ the lack of coqplete funding.

During thségérst year,
2 the lack of a permarttnt Project Director, as indicated,

s Q‘ I .

there were sericis problems due first -to
and then to

A good deal of credit should go to all

concerned
directed t

Major effort now is

ard long-ternm planning, with year-by-year ‘phasing-in of

Y

increased st
‘worthy discipline

-~

-

fing and services.

2&;{2urv1ving these difficulties.

LY
’

The multi-year outline is a praise-

.

The relationship in terms of productivity, between the amount “of
time spent .on preparing proposals for next year; or the nexf several
years, on the one hand, and maximizing present services, on the. other,
. is a troubling one here as for all MCC directors.
)[ N
More especially relevant -to. the COIN activities is the decision
to build up specialized collections at four "resource centers" (Mansfield,
Marion, Mt. Vernon, and Wayne County/Wooster).* It would seem to be
timé to anarlce the practicability of developing four resource centers
in COIN, rather than building up one, or going out of 'the area to a .
larger, already—established center, Does independence, in this mode, :
pay-off? It may or ‘May not be significant that the resource centers,
although regerred to from time to time in plans ynd projections, seem
. to function in such refefences as substations or geographically con-
* venient loci, rather than.as sites» of specific subject richnessg. This
" gurvey. yielded -a number of references to the enhanced. specialities -~
some- general, as to .'books purchased with COIN funds," or thagg"large, :

EL unusual books" should be purchased for the resource centers. More %
o specific was the damaging comment that booLs in their specialization |
1

| . .

‘ * * The problem of enSEhbering -~ and spending -- funds within a . |

' strictly 1imited period of time to develop apecialities has : o

i . taused some .trouble. But that problem has emerged in ofher '
I's . LSCA projects, and should be addressed separately, . 3
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were held- (evidently as 'reference') by phe resource ceneers, which meant
a trip’ by an interested patron,or else no help at all, Most positive
was one comment: "At leagt there is a. great? potential for improved

! setvice in this arrangement; we realize we have a long-way té go."

' Again, an important oubject for study or restudy, in-spite’, of the .
fact that the status quo seems to have been accepted’ by all, and is
"‘scarcely referred co ih the generally p:aiseworthy five-year plan for
an ALSO. . R B PO \ /}. . . . ‘

.
. -

T

The® respondents .generally appreciated the availability of’ reference T

service by phone, the inservice programs {even though all were not well .

Cy attended), and the value of working together. They generally eriticized « a )
the time for planning and for meeting, PR started badly/ has improved, ‘

but not engugh, If it,-s hard to identify new users, there seem to be-, .

-

some, "All users seemzalmoa; pathetically grateful...ﬂ . L. o L
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B, NORKWELD . .

"

. .. ‘Noéégin cuts a wide swath across the Northwestern half of the - .
State. Liké WORLDS south of its western part, NORUELD "has more~history"
than perhaps many Ohioans realize: forts and canals, echoes of distant
. wars. Generally flat, much of it. farmland, bordering both Indiana and -
- 4 Michiga NORWELD tends naturally to focus on Toledo as its metropolitan
? : center The sameness suggested by its level horizons is deceiving:
. ‘\5 per cgpita income of the counties participating in NORWELD ranges from
w fl .65 to $8.21. Thirty-three of the 40 member libraries (in 1973)., *
' had/a smaller service population thnn that recommended in the OLA
-//'fs'\\‘L St. ndard3° 27 had smaller budgets and 13 had "insufficient" books,.*
v . P , - .
NORWELD as an MCC has had‘a tough history. The surveyor could
‘comment: "tougher than most," buf as one reads, that comparisen might
.appear-'to be susceptible to challen%e, , o . o .
A number of rural libraries five northwestern Ohio c0unties -
(The Northwest 5) which nad been coope ting together for “some time
in various ways had by 1972 come to'the péint of authorizing a survey
and a ser &es of workshops.. Motivation for this action would seem to
have come"partly from the desire to work toward ax ALSQ and partly
(to'a not clearly spccifiable Jeoree) from thé fact of the closing of the
.. State Library Center in Napoleon./ (In\ggigfperiod book collection”
. _' grants were used for the purchase of reference materials.) Many problems
’ were encountered in the preparation of the survey which, when it appeared, . .
,presen;eﬂ a picture of the libraries of the five counties that was fuller A
and more complete than- any availahle for Jost of the other counties ‘of | -
the’, State._ But the timing of the survey was unfortunatg¢: even as it
was’ being authorized, eyents in the larger northwest portMon of the . . .
State were rerdering it in some sense obsolete By the tine it appeared, o
the Northwest Five was no longer an iqdependent MCC. .

-~

-~

Light counties 'to thp east,of Nor thwest-5 hadjbeen working togethert
R " since’1970. With a considerably higher average per capita income than

the Northwest-5, they had from the beginning involved the Toledo, Public .
Library as mesource library -- ‘whichj. in fact, started as the administer— ..
ing library. Western Erie Library Development -- WELD -~ began a vi"orOus
and statistically impressive interlibrary loan activity . j

.
A
» B
v
- - «

* . No comment will be directed in this survey’ to the question of ‘what
percentage of’ the 'available" intangibles income has been allotted. .o,
to libraries in each county, or how it is divided ‘between them, There -
is, of course, an adjustment in formula to,gcompensate in gome sense
for this disparity. There 1s obviously, a hardship on community libraries

! under this system, however: Paulding tinty, for example, receives s
. 100% and, for that amount. ($1.65 per ‘cdpita) ' must share its;librarian
bee ot with Pemberville a town in Wood county. ($8.21 per capita, also 100%). .
The latest estimate available of the population of Paulding County .

h 19 ,329; that of(Pemberviile was 1 ,301, Pemberville spends almost

25%Z more on salaries and materials than Paulding County as a whole

By T “* cando. .
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- In the fall of 1973 librarians of all 13 northwestern counties
" from Erie and Huron to Williams Defiance, and Paulding were invited
to several organizational meetings, in the course of which Northwestern
‘Library District (NORWE3%7~;33\§once1ved and projedt guidelines prepared.
‘Eleven counties are -presently p rticipating Williams and Lucas, for
different reasons, having dropped out. In the latter case, Toledo (Lucas
County) being the resgurce library, could not also be administering
library. (Problems of metropolitan library organization ete,, also
complicated the issue.’

There seems to be no general complaint among the participating
librarians about the present rather awkward administrative arrangement’
Perrysburg administers‘ Bowling Green houses the HQ; Toledo, the
resource library, is isolated off to the north. 'Common sense would
point out, however, that time, postage, mileage and telephone charges,
not to mention energy and good spirits, are dissipated in an arrangement
like this, And gome variation of this comment could be made about
several of the other- MCC adminlstrative setups. .

Responses to the questionnai e’ phone calls and visits elicited
. responses from some 60%* of the arga librardes, not all parstcipants.
"I 7 - ‘
The main programs 'of NORWELD's. first year were the reference
‘and ILL arrangement with Joledo, in-service ‘training workshops, and -
-an 8mm film circuit. Most of the respondents mentioned the last: a
desk assistant at one. library wSere the surveyor drupped in unannounced
" was typically enthusiastic sayfng that teen-agers (to whom the media:
*". are. forbidden) were luring thefr parents to‘the library in order to %
check out the films. _(Not all of the respondents were so enthysiastic,
) but -even those who were neutral or negative acknowledged that ‘the service
,+ was new and underpubliciazd D 'f( R &
3 There was general agreement too that the reference and photocopy
fservice from Toiedo was ‘goods. . ., " .
) A patron tried to get a specific piece of information
needed for" his business from the respective: (government)
agencies in’ Toledo Defiance -Columbus, Washington p.C.
Hie called. us as, a la 5t resort and presto, we ‘were able ’
to secure the needed Yiiformation Lthrough NORWELD, MNeed-
less 'to say, he is nowba ‘staunch ‘supporter of our library
and services. We haveHhad mdny such experiences.

- o 7.

Counting Pemberville and Paulding as 2, 16 of 27 libraries
responded There are now 36 libraries in NORWELD.

.

.~
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It is important to point out that in towns near an out-of-
county regourcé library, out-of-county charges levied by-the latter
have encouraged residents to use their local point of access, This was

! ; pointed out more than once. For the purposes of this survey,f such
. a situation means that somé ‘libraries have joined NORWELD-offy to
- oblige such patrons; whether similar situations obtain elsevhere
~ e has not surfaced. - . ‘. ' ’

Probably the main problem facing NQRWELD, in addition tc the
avkward administrative setup noted,”is its size. Present managenent
18 the responsib lity of the P;oject.Dééector and a clerk -- not,
it-wbuld~sgem, a {large enough staff to cover 36 libraries in 12 counties.
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c. INFO - o
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: The smallest in area of\the MCCs, INFO consists of two counties
" - with nine main and nine branch libraries, Lorain and Medina Cournties .
- together, howeVer, rank'fourth in populat%on among the presently. formed
cooperative groups.’, INFO is unique both in its configuration of only
two counties and in, its geographical location, tucked in. as it vere .
between the very large NORWELD to the west, COIN to.the south, and
the non-participating large. urban areas of Cuyahoga and Summit Counties
to the east, Cleveland and Akron in the latter two countiec exercise
\8 certain gravitational pull 4in terms of culture, economics and
employment on the communities: of Lorain dnd Medina Counties, Still, ) g
such cities and towns as Lorain, Elyria, Médina, Oberlin, etc, retain
an independent outlook and have looked to ‘each other rather than to
the cast for help. < . .
. . ‘ . A
CooperatiVe activ1ties have existed in- the two counties gince
1953, when the Lorain County Librarians® Association was formed, joined
"in 1970 by «libraries of Medina Counsy and’ in 1973 by Lorain County
Community Colleged(LCCC) ¥ Six of the 9 participating libraries
résponded to the questionnaire, all affirmatively .~ .

.
>

~In the fourteen years--which I have worked at’ this -library'
o . it seems as if we have progressed from the status quo of
L. the depresdion era into an age of boundless informgtion
e _~availab1e to us_right here in (our little town). i?’ n
. . ¥4~ ', . .
. Priorities since LSCA funding began have included, fost importantly,
reference service, delivery and extension, and staff developmgnt. Reference
service has been interpreted as building local reference colldgtions, = -
and some progress has been made (a .6,4Z increase) towaxrd: meeti ' OLA
. ecandards, _, LAn attempt to facilitate interllbrary loan through establishiing
and” maintaining a ‘Union- Catalog of non-fiction .titles in Lorain- has
shown title diplication of some 30.5%. Whether in view of TWXIL, SLOMAC
and OCLC,. still another finding toolf is necessary is a question that needs
fqrpger investiga;ion.,iIt-must be noted, however, that several respondents
mentdioned and pra sed, the\gervic A telephone referral servicé has been
<+ - a clear. gain.

. d

N mae o \ —— — it

’ . 'v;gge Delivery service, however, has been a .problem in the area. A certain
_agount of INFO money has gone “to Subsidize private (librarians') travel
" fot: pickup and delivery of materials, but this has not been particularly
e ‘gliccestful, Staff (in small libraries especially) are not anxious to. take
*° .the time for long runs, One of the respondenta suggested that a commercial
- ;

- Al -
’ . .. . .

* LCCC is\a helpful participant i&lmulti-county activities but is
not officially a member of IKFO Oberlin College is not involved

at -all, ’

1 .

. Q ' . » .‘aO . ) . ’
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.* delivery service should be contracted for: the- ‘surveyor wnu]d agreé at
least that its feasibility should be exnlored.
. There has been a pood deal of workshon activity, mainly in
+ reference’ books. They ot only have helped staff to .become familiar
with new reference materials, but have helped personnel from the various "

libraries to get to know each other, '

'so that they.would feel more com-

fortable in calling on other member 1libraries for reference -a:

istanceé

and. interlibrary 1oans.'* The apparently trivial but basically y jmportant ’ -

N .
~ "bonus" of much' interlibrary activity - librarians getting to know, each

o

¥
a

(full ‘time) part -of the INFO staff, . . -t

other - 18 one that_ cannot be overpraised. Particu]arly in a State where
the percentage of "trained" librarians is low -- and where is it not? —-—
the paigzological suppart gained from association on professional matters
is of ense valué: to many peonle wnrking in libraries and, through them,
"to the users, . , B,
’ ’ —

An interesting development in project emphasis (hegi"ninp, to
some extent, at a meeting which the surveyor attended) 1s a new concentration
on servicegt} the aged., A program has sbeen developed in cooperation with
the Senior Citizens Association’of Lorain County, Inc. which will make
a Senior Citizens Librarian (half time) and a Seniot Citizens ‘Asgistant
- =f

4 *

In another expansion of present programs, a part-time .audiovisual .
. 1librarian is scheduled ‘to assist in n planned audiovisual program,. purchase
»gnd éirculation of 8mm and 16mm’ films, implementation of & xdiovisual -
- workshops, etc.,

The-relatively small size of\the project area and the consequently
(relatively) neighborly character of the environment has to some extent”
“ com ensated for the -fact that the Project Director devot 8 only part of
his:'time (602 ~ 24 hrg,) to the project. A respondent points outs that

"project ataff ‘can feel pressures resulting from 'wearing two hats?." . .

- And when paft—time project staff are also employed bX the administering .7~
libraqy, such pressures\are naturally’ increased. . " b
1 ’ . . ., o~ :F"{

\

pre
A e

A

it 1is hard to make any recommendations as to a change-in 'MCC area ’ .

formdt based on the observations made in the £irst paragraph of this section

and in the paragraph immediatelygabove.
and evidently forward«looking.

The operation is small but.neat "

Reference capabilities would undoubtedly

be enhanced by a

“contract with Cleveland or Akron (and improvement of

delivery facilities).

It is not the thought of the fveyor that even if

*

from a project deseription, 1974.
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regulatory restriction were amended,
would be "better off" joined to eithqx Cuyahoga or Summit,* in an ALSO
The subject i3, in any case, a matter of major concern
"‘to area trustees and need§ a firm resolution by the State Board as' soon
as- circums\j3ces permit,

arrangemegt

B

14—
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The .most recent planning districts split Lorain and Medina

this way.

~

)

s

Lorain and Medina couhties
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. D. SWORL .
N ‘ ) . '

R

The Southwestern Ohio Rﬁral Libraries have a long and productive \
history of cooperative 1ibrary activity to.support their present projects: _
Under the leadership of Doris Wood of Clermont. County Public Library,
the organjzation was founded in 1962, At present thére are 18 members
in the group, of which three college libraries, a ‘high -school iibrary,
and the State Library Bookfiobile are .associate members who do not parti-
cipate in funding. A state institution is a participating member,
Seven counties are represented., Western orientation” of the area #s *
balanced between Dayton,@nd Cincinnati; .there 13 no metropolitah pull
to the €ast, or to the north except, perhaps, somewhat remotely toward -
‘Columbus. The general area is rural, with increaging urbanization only
in the two western counties (between Dayton and Cincinnati) which together
dccount for almost:- 60% of SWORL populatioh, The per capita income ranges.
- from $0.82 in Adams County to $4.54 in Clinton County. The average in
the seven counties’ would séem to be about $2.43, only 50% of the $5.03 -
state average and far below the $7,00 expenditure recommended in the
.,iatest OLA Standards.

o

The area, despite the economic disparity hinted at above, _seens to

! be homogeneous and to represent a natural grOuping. This eyidently ' .
congenial arrangement is undoubtedly partly due to the careful groundwork - I
réferred to in‘the first sentence or two of this section; certainly it . -
has been reenforced by successful project management under LscA - -~ -

funding, One would expect a tension between the relatively arbanized -
western countiés and the ‘Appalachian region to the east (Adams .
. County has no cities at all)., This seems not to be the case.” From . s

somy a library with a f.t.e, staff of 2:- :

I do. not have anything, but praise for our 'SWORL
) cooperative. We are a library in Appalachia. 7

All of the programs promoted by SWORL have béeén : )

of great service to our library patrons oree
l N " Without multi-county cooperation the small libraries

would not be able to give the service ‘they are

giving today, The time is past when the small

library can make it alone, .

: . ) .~ i

: One of the first projects completed under federal funding was a
ey survey (1970) by Donald Wright of Evanston, Illinois, Running to some
S0 pages, -it consists mainly of -a rather detailed description of the ~
individual libraries in the seven counties: it "provided the 1ooae1y
organized libraries (as they were in 1969) with a framework upon .

[
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¢ which\to build their foundation ......Interestingly enough thevindividual .
librarids tiat were critized the'most in this survey, did the wmost ' .

A ]

to improve.'* Now fiveaor more years old, the survey needs o be updated
+ and a critidal look taken at such activities as the Adams-Brown Countieg
+ State operation, the proliferation of systems.in Warren County, etc, °* O
The Projeéct Director specifically recommended a study of media needs
(a topic which needs. to be studied, in fact in most all of the ¥CCs). . .
. ¢
Documentation for SWORL isaprobably more complete than that for any
| ‘ other coouperative, ‘should be noted with approval that there are
N references to rebioual planning studies in the special project grant .
. .f 'application although here as elsewhere these references cou'd be . .
multiplied and made\more expl:cit. S o ' -

The present program includes a telephone information "hotline"
from the Cincinnati Public Library set up with a UPS°delivery service;
in-gervice training programs.and workshops; book grants .to improve™
v library book collections; centralized processing at The State Library

. Catalog Center for all books purchased by the:SWORL libraries; travelling
: collections on -gpecial subjects such as antiques, crafts, interior-
déiorating, cassett. tapes and framed art prints; demonstration book
rental grants for four public libraries public relations materials, -
and a SWORL office and staff.” There have been Special\children s gummer ‘ o
programs as well, ’ ) . .

. Particylarly noteWorthy in this operation is the evidently successful
cooperative arrangement “vith Cincinnati. It is taken seriously by resource
library staff, not only in the mannink of the "hotline"-but in .
their personal attendance at SWORL Advisory Council and other meetings.
The surveyor was 1mpressed by this latter fact since such visits seém to
be catried out not with any intention of ' 'snooping" or attempting to
manage MCC policy, but rather in a spirit of friendly cooperation .and .
"a-desire to learn more about the real needs and problems of the field.
3 Any, reservations on thé part of the resource library seem to deriwve from i
a. concern’ about the ever-increasing costs of the operation. Certainly )
* both contraéting parties (the resource librdty staff and ‘the SWORL | . .
gtaff) .are aware.of the problem which can be addressed, if never finally
"solved," only by unremitting réview and perhaps. Statewide formalization
or standarﬂization of such procedures as Suggested elsewhere in this report.
B ' Equally impressive has been the series of workshops in Yhich, .
) again, Cincinnati staff has been very helpful. Iastruction hae ;Xen P
supported by the production of bibliographies and other material: the
presentations could well travel around the. State for the benefit of other
' Mccd, if appropriate compensation for time and service could be made
to Cincinnati ) . . N . . -

‘

4
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. ‘ ‘Because cooperation with other types of libraries is
‘further daveloped in SWORL than in mdst other. MCCs, a word or stwo
more about this aspe}t of activity there is in order. A high school
librarian' s ) :

In the profession we talk much about the

. . impertance of cooperation among different
- types,of libraries. Membership in an or-
. - ganization like SWORL is the ideal way

to achieve this end. . -

.
"
S

, From the librarian of a small private college: . -

.
&

>

. : Wit% regard to my personal, professional
: , growth I fcel this dynamic group of public
; ) - librariﬁés has uplifted -my spirit so many .
’ ' g% times. Their enthusiasm to constantly .
. . " better library service "is commendable.

e - It has been a pleasure t associate with 3
them ...(Various workshops) are typical ° !
of the types of ongoing and in-service .
--~training sessions we librarians are glad .
to attend, : - . o N ¢ i
.  .These examples have been selected from several '"testimonials' from
respondents because they indicate the potential of thds kind of
cooperation and can stand in that sense as a .model for other McCs.
. o .A great deal of the credit for the successful aspects of this
v _ operation, including thé clear enthusiasm of the respondents (9 of
' the'12 public libraries responded, plus three of the associate
members), obviously is»due to the Project Director, who has resigned
to leave the State, but has laid the groundwork well. <

.

~ X
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E. MILO .

The Miami Valley Library Organization (MILO) capsists of, 15
public libraries in 7 counties, generally clustercd around Dayton as’
their ma tropolitan center (and resource library) . - ©o-
.Cooperation 4n its presenc form between the participatinp )
.libraries began in early 1970 with a meeting followed by a “survey,”
a questionnaire sheec whicn indicated general weakness in reference |
materials, partizularly "in such wnreas as business, industry, government
and professional und technical subjects, Back files of periodicals, |,
for example, were mezger. Folloving this inventory, a loose organiza-
tion called MILD® r:as formed. It has since, wi:h LSCA funding, taken
, ) a firmer and mdre permanent shape, aimed still ar "sharing of book
and information resources." - ,
Demographic information in the MILO files is relatively light.
The extent to which area libravies neet, or fail tc meet, OLA standards

-

¢  1s not immediatély clear.

EENS

The surveyor notes in the Ohjo Directory of Libraries that there '

.18 a range in county p.c. intangible support, from $1.93 in Preble County

to
as
do

$5.42 in Miamf County, a considerable spread.

being 40% urban, 30% suburban and 30% rural:

The area is represented

" these "figures presumably,

not include the: area_covered by Dayto

not a part of the MCC (it is the resourc

" of

the area do not emerge.

\

and Montgomery County Library,
library). Other characteristics

&

There wvas a fairly good response to the.surveyor's questionnaire,
8 of he 14 participating libraries responding. Respondents were generally
‘ - positive: one dramatic exdmple came from a little village )
‘(pop. 600) 'which is a great participant of MILO": , ' Cos
‘ ’# local~farmer came info this library cne )
. evening and requested books (4 titles) on .
- goat breeding. Request was sent to MILO. |
’ . " Dayton and Montgomdry County Public -Library
- ] ,  was able to furnish two books. TWXIL- was
- :used and found~that Cleveland Public Library. - '
" had the othe¥ titles (vhich were) sent to the
. . _ _small lfbrary. Néedless to say, the patren was
P - well pleased  dnd being able to use bgoks from .
Cleveland Public Librery was quite an event,
This anecdote certainly stands as a tribute to what multi-county cooperation
and the State Plan are all about. *

S
—

The goalsNOE MILO include, improved reference and interlibrary loan
service through a contract with the Dayton and Montgomery Cog?ﬁyfﬁublic

. Library .the improvement of book collections in areas of reférence and
- circulating non-fiction by. the grariting of beok funds to each member
4 . . .
: ,} ) ' 4y o, )

.

) * Reference question assistance, photocopy service, and interlibrary:
: ’ loan, 1t specifies tie-in with SLOMAC and TWXIL.
\)‘ . - . . A
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library; the encouragement of staff development with a majority of MILO
, libraries participating in workshops during the year,® and the improvement
of publie relat{?ds for member libraries. .

r

-

* W

Unique aspects of the current proposal include "stabilized projé&t
costs in the face\2§~535;gasing inflation" and 'increased workload." These
latter goals are.in €ed pra;seworthy in their clear implication of '
increased productivity for cooperative activities, und are worthy of
emulation by other MCCs. Their implementation is expressed in specific

Pl

terms: ’ .

-1, To increase ... ILL to 260 books per month

& S
. -2 \ To increase ... requestd to 490 per month
. 3. |[To maintain cost per transaction ‘to under'a
d \$8.50_and direct labor cost per transaction PO A
- to under $3.50 vt o ) : N
. 4, To maintain ... quality ... by filling or . r
° partiallyffilling 75% of all information

requests ggpeived
! c 5. To méinfain a short turnaround time by
replying éo 50% of all MILO requests -

: within 24 ‘hours ... **
- a SRR

MILO Advisory éogncil and the Project Director should be comnended
for laying -out such explicit goals,

- . L

. ~ -
, Although .the activities in MILO have expanded somewhat (the PR
feature 1is,-a new one) it is, in general, a compact and workmanlike
program. -There is no' feeling of dynamic growth or thrust, but this
is not necessarily a criticism. It seems to be the general, agreed-
§§ upon puréose -— confirmed by respondents as wvell as by interview ’
with one of the participating librarians -- to do small things well.
s In.part, this characterisgic of the project is due to ;he’fact
that- the Project Director's*j6b consists mainly (75-80%) of '"serving
as resouygce and reference specialist for information and materials

. requestq'from MILO librariegi; The dutiés include reference work,

materials searches and supervision of the full time clerical assistant.”

The other 20-25% of his timé would seem to provide a minimum of oppor-
tunity for the kind of gupportive ‘visits and developmental activity

”. ~ - ~

ot ”

is being :co-sponsored with SWORL.

goals‘of earlier proposals. .

%  One workshop, in an interesting way,

%% All of these are fact revisions of the
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to which other Project Directors devote most of their time., As an
extreme contrast, allocation of the Project Director’s time in anoth%r. .
project was described as follows:* .
. 1 . ’
. ) . e
. _ ,
Planﬁing ‘and coordinating
meeti 1igs and workshops 9 -.
Consultation e 31 ’ )
- <
Contract: .negotiation and - X ' ;
3 evaluation , Ve . L 2 ¢ .
Evaluations, reperts, news- g
. letters,- bock lists ete., _ ~ 15
Studying Eommunity needs for -
. MCC development 5 .
. "Cuxrent awarencss" of methods ¢ ’
and techniques in literature 5 . '
Attending workshops, planning -
gessions and other pro- ) ) ‘ a
fessional meetingsi - ’ 20 -y
) Selecting library‘méteria%s 9
. Qcher v =4
Obligations of the Projeccc birpctorwip MILO to the refervnce and infor- .

‘mation service -- flcor duvty, as it were, would seem to limit his
perspective znd horizons, whatever thf reach of his imagination.

. Another circumscribing factor is evidently the general tone of
@ the project, set by its leaders. It {is practical and con.ervative and
characterized to a surprising extent by caution., There are exceptions:
the librarian.of one of ‘the larger participating libraries
proposes a "plan for something bigger, not just more of the same, good
"as that has been," Other librarians suggest the development of programs
for the aged, the homeiound, and young teens. But one gets the feeling
from correspondence, interview and questionnaire responses that the
general pace is a cavefully measured one. There has been a voiced
unwillingness to duplicate the mistakes of others. It is hoped that
some of the vecommendations for better dissemination of information

Y : *  Abridged
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abo t MCC experience eontained in this report may prove to be of use in
{ add ssing that conéern. It is hoped too that a more probing definition L
of needs in MILO, an.  implied recommendation in ‘the ;chird and fourth -
paragr¥apus o€ this ge¢tion, may help to stimulate an outreach stream

in the program and o alter what seems at an admittedly quick glance
. . to be a dedication to‘the status quo. . o

»

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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F. WORLDS ~ .

The Western Ohfo Regional Library Development (WORLDS) area
began its existence as an LSCA MCC in 1972, with a survey .topducted by
the librarians of its Advisory Council. The survey as completed presents
a goodlphyeical picture of the (then) 14 member Libraries in eight
counties, The area, of shich Lima is- the nagutal center, and with
Sidney, the only urban devel’ ment, is largely rural and agricultural,
With 9 percent bfﬂthe arca

most of the other MCCs, there is a considérable range in county library .
income; - from $2.09 in Putnam Gbunty to the north; to $4.56 in Lima 8 o
.Allen County. All-are well below the OLA Standard -

The survey is an exceptionally complete one in the’ terms des- ¥ .
cribed. There is no real characterization of the population: "rural" can mean
many things as a drive Ehrough the countryside or a visit to Rockford or
Fort Recovery will attest., A false kind of homogeneity appears in
the descriptive passages. of the survey which does not encourage outreach
-~ or reaching out -- to the non-user, Perhaps the’ fact that it was a
self-study may. have skeWed responses.

4

L WORLDS is = pleasant,. rolling country, Surprieingly, it .

contains the highest point in _Ohio as well &s a Jmonument to the first

concrete pavement. in-America. There ig a large ‘recreational area around .
Grrad Lake (Laké Saint Marys)., Otherwise the'region is generally unremarkable:
"more pleasant -- or at least more bucolic —- - surroundings, but," as.the
Survey remarks, "...more difficult. to secure ‘tax support for public

" institutions, including libraty service." Probably irrelevant but
nevertheless striking are a number of enormous churches which_appear

from time to time along the highways and ‘backroads, especially in

the western section. Surrounded by only a few houges, and*a store or

a gas station, they are like the provincial cathedrals of Europe._'

Lima is about equally -distant from Dayton, to the south, and
Toledo, tp the north. The project office is in a building next door:
to the Lima Public Library, which serves as resource- library to WORLDS.
Administaring library is Auglaize County (Wapakoneta).-

. In its third year of federal financing, WORLDS goals have been
nodest but have evidently seen achievement. Features have been workshops and
book grants; in April, 1974, a contract with Lima began a reference, ILL
and photocopy- service. Future plans include microfilming (at Lima) .of a
basic periodical collection, the establishment of an 8mm film circuit
and the production of some public relations materials.

30

the State; the 21 libraries .of the WORLDS /f
counties receive 253 percentééf all the ‘State's intangibles, As in .////
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. xfew months was still mixed: two small.libraries were still 40, the

.. and development of other reference ‘hotlines would be of use,

& A .
. o According to r¢spondents (8 of the 14 member libraries
responded), the workshops were successful -- although one need. not
‘have been a member to attend. Still, as one librarian commented,
. they were especially useful for non-prof ssionals (no one in her library
18  full time) who had no-idea how to. us eference materials either
already on hand or purchased through the ook grants.
The book grants. aré variously appreciated depending, one would,
suppose, on the previous state of the individual collection. One leader
in ‘the. project felt that the book grants have been what has held the
membership together This may have been a somewhat exaggerated state-
ment, according to responses to the surveyor's questionnaire and to
indiyidual interviews with five of the member librarians, as well as
observation of a planning 'session. But it is no doubt a factor to be ’ ~
reckoned with, particularly in view of the need to justify “cash contri~ “
butions to participating boards. . : , , .
. - I
In this coanection, it is still. too early ‘to say what the effect
of the reference service to Lima ~=-ABC*-- will be. Response after a - . s

habit" of going directly to the State Library; another instanced the
reference ‘service as having had “little or no- effect on service to

users’ 's others were more enthusiastic. It may well be-that the use

of the ABC service depends more on~the member librarians and their

staffs at. least at first, than on the public itself, Thére would . I
seem to be a .major ‘challenge to the Project Director, if that is the
case,-'to stimulate a constant awareness of ABC and a common belief in its
usefulness. bonsultation with other Project Directors on ‘the history

On the other hand, it is possible that as patronage develops, it
might be well te conaider the use of a larger metropolitan library as a. L0
backup for the present resource library. Certainly the librarian there )
is interested and cooperative, having served as administering librarian * R .
duting the painful organization and reorganization period which WORLD'S T
went: through before appointment of its present director. If the resource
library -~ the largest and best—stacked library in the area with the
ldrgest professional ataff -~ needs backup of the sort indicated above,

such a change should bt arranged RN . )
‘ ‘ The Project Director ig'.a "competent and srious person.who _ - //(// '

q

suffered a good-deal in the early period of her responsibility from the L
lack of continuity in management already alluded to. She, seems now- to

have worked out her goals and to be moving along-to achieVe them, Respondents
were- satisfied, or more than satisfied with the Project Director: tOne could "
not ask for anythiug better,” t i

%

-

* ' ABC = Answers to questions, Books, Copies of articles . "g:

! i . I
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Still there are rumblings of discontent on: the one hand and a -
-certain apathy on the other. A couple ‘of librariang from larger area libraries
U expressed dissatisfaction with various rules and regulations, some of the °
explicit criticism, when pursued by the surveyor, turned out to have been
! -‘based on hearsay. Two other respondents felt that the project should run a
« = direct.y from'the State level it is.felt, that this comment, in view of )
‘the sbove is not a- .eriticism of the project office but rather the result” ;:;nv
of a long- period -of change-and confusion, npot to say bickering., It is
recommended that liaison with the State Library be vigorously reenforced.,
in this pres, in .order to ad%port the sincere dédication of the Project
Director and the praiseworthy gosls of WORLDS.

A

<

- —

T e This is a challenge as well to.the Board of Trustees of WORLDS .
Expressed -in a response from a perceptive librarian HFB the ciuncern that
trustees are worried about intangibles income, in a cooperative -arrangement,
crossing county lines, -80 to speak. Responding libr riang in WORLDS are
not much more -anxious' to 'volunteer' trustees to special meetings-or

“ uorkshops than those in.other parts of the State --"supportive bit non-
active,” "meetings? yes, if you can get them to attend" -- but one, . '
‘at least,” was strongly in favor of a workshop or meeting: "absolutely."
OLA and OLTA would seem to- have a role here. “The WORLDS Board of Trustees
could be the catalyst, , , : o
| . . .. )
Discussion of WORLDS should not end’ without a reference to ‘the "
enthusiastic participation of the librarian -from an area State institution.
This kind of cooperation; as in Lebanon {SWORL) ,shows that it can work.
Opportunities in multi-county activities should be presented to the E
Advisory Committee for Institutional Library Services, and -- to the extent
feasible ~- the availability of fedeyal supportive funds investigated
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t The Northeastern Ohio Library Association (WOLA) is a vigorous,
active and forward-looking MCC, With a Yecent change in adminis ration”

at one of the larger area libraries, it is expected that it will include

all of the eligible regional membership and move even further a?ead

e
NOLA is not without its problems, however, and it is appropriate

to indicate some of them while describing its size andhshape. “As 1its name
indicatés, NOLA consists. of five counties in the nort eastern corner of the
State, with Youngstown as its urban center (and resource library) The
,project 6ffice is located in Niles, near but in a separate building from the
administering library. The counties are strung along a north—south axis
*from Columbiana, -bordering West Virginia, to Ashtabula on Lake Erie, and
include as a northwestern appendage Geauga County. Orientation within

the .area exhibits a tension, as relates to metropolitan rug. East Liverpool
is -as close .to Pittsburgh as to Youngstown, Ashtabula relates east to

Erie as much as it does south*; Burton® and Chardon in Geauga County, are
;in many ways, Cleveland suburbs. N

~ v, - !

*The problems arising from this lack ofﬁphysicaf compactness ar€ met,

" to some degree, by the scheduling of duplicate workshops, etc. But there

_remains a lack of regional thinking. .A user in Li3bon /after all might
.go .shopping in Canton and not even know where Chardon is. Like " the very
large cooperative areas (NORWELD and- OVAL) and the very small one (INFO),
"area rethinking is a serfous challenge. It may ‘be that bringing other
counties (e.g., Erie, Portage) into multicéunty activity will offer’a °
Asolution. . .

The ‘area is.interesting, having béen settled for many years.
Warren-Niles-Youngstown is highly indugtrialized, exhibiting both metro-
politan sophistication and urban and exurban blignt Lordstown most
conspicuouly has brought much mobile-home development., There is a great
deal of scattered cheap.or run~down housing in ‘several of the counties,
some of it clustered near Mosquito Creek Reseryoir and Pymatuning. At
the same time there are sizeable middle-class neighborhoods in Warren,
Youngstown, Ashtabula, etc., and a number of attractive small towns in
the region, -(Little of this variety was studied in.a 1972 survey of
llbrary facilities and resources made by Mrs. Katherine Preston;** this,
however, seems not to have been her assignment, ) .

e

.

EY

with a strong pull west‘to Cleveland due’to 1-90.

.Referred to,, oddly enough, in an official NOLA communication, as -
-Mrs, Prescott. More to the point a newly-commissioned studytby '
A. Robert Rogers of Kent may help. PO

(

-
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. It chould be noted that the urban disadvantaged popuiatzon "target"
of Project Y0-MA-CO-CO in Youngstown has not been acknowledged in NOLA's
; goals, The suryeyor would wonder whethér the resource library's own

nonusers are automatically excluded from MCC attention: the question

is. not directed only to NOLA, one hastens to add.

. There are Other minority groups in NOLA, which, like the migrants
in NORWELD, are not formally recognized in NOLA plans and programs: the
Amish and Mennonite  families, for example, long served by a Warren bookw
mobile; and isolated rural black communities in the northern counties.

These aspects aside, one would return'té a more positive view. As
stated, NOLA seems to be efficiently operated, by its,Project Director from .
a base eéstablished by her predecessor. In contrast to the cituation in )
WORLDS, that transition was evidently a smooth one. The present
Director is a former employee of the resource iibrary, is .well acquainted

% -with its facilities and with the area, and has a good grasp on forwvard .
planning and an appropriately aggressive attitude toward insitutional
glacialism," . g :

’

-t

. The last remark should not be interpreted as directly critical of
-“the resource library which —- although it ‘has its reservations -- is generally
‘supportive of NOLA: "We are proud of our, NOLA and the cooperative spirit
which has evolved since its inception," There is, however, a strong and
clearly-voiced feeling that the resource library is not being adequately '
reimbursed for its services. It may be that the Prcject Director 4s at
something of a digadvantage in her position as a former employce. Suggestions
elsewhere in thié report are repeated here: -a standardized and arbitrated
format for negotiations, a strong role by administering library and Advisory
Council, and a Statewide ¢xchange of experience among Project Directors

-~ among resource librarians, as welll ’

k4

i Eighteen of the (then) 24 libraries in NOLA responded, Their |
enthusiasm showed., There wgre favorable comanents cn the “frequent visits"
of the Project Director and no -suggestions for organizaticnal change. In.
a number of small community libraries an inerease in use was reported;
in others, increased satisfaction by regular users,

L

' The main activity streams in NOLA have been a refcréﬁge“"hotline”
to Youngstown, book grants for reference materials, and workshaps. In
addition, some public relations activities have been funded. One
agpect of the last-named activity 4s the labelling of lNOLA-purchased:
books in some member libraries: the siguificance of this expendituré
of time and money is not quite clear to the surveyor (or to the user). .
Bookbags and newsletters are perhcps mote .obviously useful, as would
' be,a more vigorous promotion of "hotline" resources.

LY

~
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In NOLA, as in some other MCCs, there are participating librarians
who still use the old dependable routes directly to the State Library.
Recommendations elsewhere in this report are addressed to that point,

It might be noted that those who madé these comments were generally -
on the fringes of the spread-out NOLA area, Other librarians -- the
majority -~ had such comments as:

» JImproved ‘reference service ‘with dispatch is greatly .
-appreciated, by all .our users old and new. .

ILL service has provided, my users with a larger
resource collection than I could ever give them,
Youngstown has been marvelos.in their service
as our resource center,.., We have added many,

many new users and more and more repeaters.... -

Large-print prdmofion is in the works, and it is the expressed
intention of the Project Director to work toward 'total library services,
especially children's and non-print." Significantly,

There has been a—resistance to this expansion
on the part -of Advisory Cotuncil fearing that -
- libraries.will be unable to continue services
the public will come to expect if federal
funds cease. -

The uneasy status of MCCs in .their curz;ﬁr situation is well summarized
in- that statement. The moral for all Ativisory Councils, and for all
.trustees, is to work for solid State support:.

The surveyor would comment on the general lack of "other" typesof-
library cooperation. There is, ipso facto (or willy-nilly) sore school
library cooperation, since a couple of are: area-public libraries serve as _
school libraries as well. The surveyor hopes thatimprovement and enforce-
ment of school library standards will alter this s tuation. Another very
interesting statement on the possibility of closer school/public coopera-
tion was made by a participating librarian well qualified by her own *
background to comment: ’ ’
: School libra41es could more profitably learn and benefit
from cooperation among themselves. This would allow,
them to build their own strengths, This accompliaheﬂ
they could hold their own in a network whose primary
focus is (or -has been) publié¢ libraries. Our school
libraries are so poor that if they become a part of
an ALSO, they would be lost and (lose all incentjve
for individual improvement).*

*  Somewhat edited. in the interest of intertype cooperation}

L
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H. MOLO

.
-

. The Mideastern Ohio Library Organization (MOLO) includes six counties
* south of NOLA, east of COIN, and more or less centers around Canton. The
major part of the region is hilly and pictuxe que with striking contrasts
between the 1ong—industrialized heart of St&rk County and the underdeveloped
(except, perhaps, for strip mining) reaches of the more remote counties.
v 29% of the area is officially Appalachia. Tourism i« an active industry,
especially around Atwood Lake, in the Amish and Mennonite areas of Tusca-
Tawvas and Holmes Counties, in the historic Ohio settlement of bar,Schoen—
brunn and Gnadenhutten, and in canal—days restorations in Coshocton.

MOLO is in fact the successor of an earlier LSCA-funded project,
AIRS. AIRS, for threce years was a four-county cooperative attempt, under
the Appalachia rubric, to improve reference gervice, specifically to
business and industry. It served positively (from the point of view
of MOLO development) in giving the area a ''strong base of materials'™
and a useful eyperience in. the preparation and evaluation bf publicity.*
Although the four-county area was too small to.continue as a viable . .
MCC, the rapport achieved between the cooperating libraries was a health-
ful by—product. (A heritage of somewhat mixed value is a supply of
annotated lists of films available "through AIRS" still being distributed

\

in at least one area library:

If there 1§ a large number of thege, and

if the coritents

are still current, it would- seem to be worth while to

rip off (so-to—speak) the old frcnt matter and staple on a new MOLO-baBed
cover.) Another kind of bridge from the old AIRS activity to the reorganization
and enlargement of multi-county cooperation under 'MOLO was the completion
of an area survey, competently prepared by Donald Wright (see SWORL),
Subject of the survey were the 17 libraries<of five counties, of which ¢
11 participated (The total number of participating libraries  during the

present survey was 12, of which 9 responded to the questionnaire.) Mr, .

Wright's recommendations touch on a number of areas, all valid within

the (eventual) ALSO concept. :

)

Progress in MOLO has been slow -- pérhaps deliberate is a better word,

. Directorship is a part-time activity of the librarian of the adninstering
library, Louisville, Largest library is Stark County (Canton), whose staff
ig actively interested in HCC\development -and Canton's role therein:; An
Advisory Council meets regularly and is well organized in ‘terms of, sub-
committee activity. one is reminded of COIN. It is difficuIE to pinpoint
the reason that MOLO is not moving forward more rapidly; 80me mistrust of
the shadow of the resource library may be involved, although such a fear
is not explicity expressed.,’ It is more 1likely a matter of shifting gears
N into a new multi-county configuratiofi, Strong support from the State

Library'is urged. Although the former consultant vas highly praised by ;

1

* A professional evaluation of the publicity component
conducted without dramatic results. -~

- B . .
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participating librarians and by Mr. Wright, and the present surveyor
observed her strong 1eadersh1p role'at an Advisory-Counecil meeting, the
existence of MOLO has not been widely advertised or sustained in the
Statewide arena. One of the most experienced of the other MCC Project
Directors was not aware, as late as September, 1974, that MOLO was an

LSCA entity. Every- effort should be made to develop a feeling of .con- .
' fidence and pride. RS ,

A novel feature of MCC development here has been the 'mini-library"
concept suggested by Mr, Wright: the development of specialties by several
libraries whose collections "have a certain character." They do indeed.

The range is from the Amish'and Mennonites through the Constitution*‘to
gypsies, circuses and carnivals: to read the 1list is.to want to vistt
MOLO 1libraries, The difficulty noted in another MCC is recognized, that
non-circulatingﬁgems would be of Iittle regional (as opposed to local)
value; emphasis is put on the purchase of circulating duplicates (and
not sets), . -

’ : T

Current planning includes the expansion\of AV collections,

) specifically 8mm films (a circuit exists) and cassettes. Workshops are
N .planned. Another endeavor is to standardize ILL procedures.
N T et

A reference network has not rea ly been established.- ‘Other tybes
of libraries are not involved, although ount Union College is in the. area,
along with some State. university branches and some private colleges. ‘

School libraries do not participate (a1though oné library is housed in . ] .
a school building).- State institutions, e. g., Massillon State and :
Indian River School for Boys, have not joined.,'A respondent remarks that

"they have very little to offer us in the way of resources." The surveyor
would respond that the sharing might bé the other-way.

It would seem that MOLO has* *a good natural shape and a kind of homogeneity of out=~. .
look. The present situation does not seem to be a dynamic, growing one, however, ’
This is probably due not only to the reasons suggested: above ‘(the relatively

recent reorganization, etc.) but also to the fact that the directorate

is the responsibility of a busy head librarian. It is recommended both ,

that consultation to the project be given high priority. and that the Advisory

Council be encouraged to formulate a more comprehensive plan. There

... should be a full-time staff, with a director or co-ordinator to be named

© -as soon as possible. Public relations should be stepped up, not only to |
_publicize mini-collections and AV materials, but to increase the pride and ~
‘knowledge of local staff. One floor person whom the surveyor -talked to refused
to discuss MOLO, saying that she didn't know anything about it and that the

surveyor would have to talk to the head iibrarian! Reference hotlines shou1d .
be warmed up. Support should be presently provided for Canton (crowded and |
) understaffed as it is), and future connections with Akron or even Cleveland

o explored.

|
}
i
There is considerable satisfaction evidenced in librarians responses. - ;
|
i
|
|
1
|
|
|

3
g

* Louidville is the "Congtitution City."

»
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I. OVAL

£

The history of the Ohio Valley Area libraries as a viable unié
goes back to 1967, at least, when trustees and librarians from four, ‘Southern_
Ohjio counties met to discuss mutual concerns. Joined by two'other

counties, the group formed OVAL in January, 1969. ‘It now consists of 11 Y

counties in the middle southern border of the State. .OVAL has become the
first Area Library Service Organization.in Ohio, and it has earned its
place as a leader in nulti-county cooperation.

’

. - -

The arca is quite large and, -although there are a number vf towns,
it 1is sparsely populated. There is a good deal of publie land. 058
and Scioto Counties, on the western edge (next to SWORL) are the most
populous and by far .the best supported for library resources. But .cven
with their contribution, the total library operating expenditures of

‘OVAL, were less than 24, in 1973, of those of the State as a whole, . There

is a good deal of fight in Southern Ohio. New industry has been attracted

to the.area, either through direct State efforts or through Apnalachian
programs. It can be said that an increasing number of people live in

OVAL because they want to, rather than becatuse they have to, still, it

is an economically poor area, stringently linited in its resources., Vinton .
County. using 100%Z of its intangibles  tax, has only $1.01 per capita for

its libraries. Meigs Count$ collects $1.20 but spends only 84 cents per
person per year. Its total %ibrary staff, for a county population of

N

" In. 1970, the first fuil:time director for OVAL began work
Subsequently a project office was set up in Wellston. Administration,

first of the MCC under LSCA funds, and now of the ALSO has been earnest

and dedicated. Recently, the project was fortunate in having as ts
interin .director. a most competent person, its children's consultant, who

not only managed the project during an interregnum peried but also Superviaed
the preparation of its next year's proposal. A new Director was nam: after
this survey was completed.

[

. .

. ) S
Thére has been espocially thoughtful and supportive help |\from
trustees during the years that OVAL has developed. Such backup is aportant
in- any of the burgeoning Mgg}a‘/iv such a sprawling multi-county aréa as
OVAL, it is vital. Not only expcriencéd trustees familiar to the swgveyor
a

fram théir long-time participation in. State planning, but also new ones ,

are enthusiastic. A trustee from one of the one~library counties w.
particularly candid and well-informed about the problems and opportunitics
the ALSO faces, It is this kind of- cooperation which makes plans work
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Programs have been developed gradually, on the basis of long-term
plans, Early aims™(e.g., 1969) were to upgrade the adult book collections
thrqugh grants to the libraries, to maintain an area wide PR program, to
survey extension services, and to ‘conduct inservice training, Programs
to -meet these aims or goals were varyingly successful, The extension survey,

for exampie, though faulted by some, dd indicate a rather widespread lack
of awareness and use. ¢ :

3
¥

Improvement of book collections, remains a major goal, Grants for
"book purchases have been augmented, in the last few years, in order to
assiat all member librarieg to meet the information needs of their commun-

: ities, in other ways. Two member libraries were ‘at first named as
resource centers., It was thought that with TWXIL as a backup* thege

) libraries, with two others within OVAL, would suffice for ILL and reference

2 needs., More recently, it has become evident that a major outside resource

library should be contracted with; Ohio University, within ‘the area, has
been -approached. (As indicated in other sectipns of this report the. 7
® surveyor would recommend for eventual considexation a large public library,

| perhaps Cincinnati. - A careful study of delivery options should ‘precede
any decision.)

v

3 . - J

in an area with few trained librarians, Paa been the availability of c°naultanta
on the project staff.’ Both a childreéns-and an adult -consultant .

have made the impact of OVAL services a strong one. Programs -~ and
Amplementation -— range from weeding to outreach. Detailed program design -

has been’ prepared for each,

&

Workshops ‘are part of ongoing programs, Equally important, however, i
|

P

. ) A new proposal wculd add an- extension specialist to the OVAL !

- staff. A 1974 extension survey (the second) was under way during the 1
) course of this study; it-is- proposed that data collected, .including i
S the impact of a books by mail project will be evaluated by such a _ i
e apecialist. . { ST
1

i

1

. Finally, a public relations component has been added. to the
plans of the ALSO, ) .
OVAL has not- been without its problems. - A change of manage- -
ment was one, although the project landed on its feet, Partial, rather
than full funding of the ALSO, prompted, some early misgivings about the
relative benefits of cooperative effort. . U

———

% OVAL was a major user built into the original ¢WXIL experiment,

. ’ \ - , . "4:
4 * ) : .
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Reduction of direct state aid was painful, Static in the lineg between
the State Library and the project has caused trouble and confusion in
__— ] , certain administrative areas, partiéularly where ALSO.rule: differ from .
o conven;ional 1lines of public library accountability. Trustees on the \\
OVAL. Board, used to.quasi-social occasions, have had to work lg¢ng, hard
days to clear a'crowded -agerda. )
t- PR N . .
) The OVAL Bhrd. sees as the strength of the project such’ achiev-
ements as improved and increased .collections, and .staff deveiqpment. Responding
T + libraries (7 of the 12).were more specific: adult services, children's :
. services, public relations, workshops, adult refere and non-fictionm,
‘centralized processing*, TWXIL (not, of coursé,,ré2§§;\h part of OVAL),

weeding .... . P )
) *  All is not perfect: . . . . .
~ . - 4 . o,
’ - " For the first time in'many years we are s .
: .getting a decline in usage. However, 4% 3
some ‘people would say we are.getting a a =
. better class of clientele.: ' '

” .

The reader may interpret this as he wishes, certainly as well as the

surveyor can do. In contrast, from other librarians: "OVAL generally .+  «

has been -a plus for us" "I feel we are going forward in raising our level ’

of library service to our community, a situation which would never have . N

been achieved without the OVAL-ALSO," 'This program has been.q’lifeiaver, )

and we hope that it continues." .'"Cooparative activity Has raised the .
K standards of what is offered.” . : K

o - M

The chief concerns of the respondents have been, first, the usme
of the intra-system resource libraries, and second, reductions in )
_direct state aid. Observations on the first point have already been |
made; it was probably a planning mistake to try to use limited fuhding
- to build up middle sized libraries to the status of major resource .
" «centers. To the second, the surveyor can only join in the general hope '
that with more complete funding of .the ALSO, and especially in view of
its plans, its competent cogsultanta and its proven ability to move
ahead, 'the cooperative venture will help to smeliorate that concern.
It is certainly a topic for serious trustee consideration and one which
" ghould. serve as the launching pad for a tough and immediate appeal to
the legislature, No amount of coopetation or outside help can compen-
sate for the problems‘of inadequate funding: overwcrked staff, worn-out
buildings,,dismal‘toilections. In this sense, OVAL so far has only
begun. Athens, Gallia, Hocking, Jackson Lawrence, Meigs, Pickaway, \
Pike, Ross, Scioto, Vinton: -Togetier they have worked and planned
‘hard to give their citizens access to essential public library services.

)

< - - t
-f- ) * Not mentioned above; a somewhat moot point, according to testimony .
: ' at a Librarians' Advisory :€ommittee meeting attended, Not all ’ ’ '

. yere'participating.(
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The southeast corner of the State is scenic, historicaily rich,
and in terms of library support, very poor. It has been Jeft until
lastsin this report because it has for various reasons beeh slower than
’ ‘ the others in seeking recognition as 3 nulti-county cooperative. One

- would expect, to see it round the bend within the unext year.

L Not far from Marietta, across the Ohio River fron West Virginia,

| . s Belpre, where the Belpre Farmar's Library, established in 1796 by

. Colonel Israel Putnam, was one of the first subscription libraries in the
Northqest”territory. Marietta is at the southern verge of SOLO, arnd oné
of its ma‘or libraries. The nine counties involved in current planning '
border on OVAL to the west, and MOLO to the nerth.' Libra-y service in
the area has long been dominated by a State Library Service Center in °
Caldwell, Like the former center in Napoleon, it has thrown its shadow,
across independent local library development: unlike its late counterpart, .
the Caldwell Center has been enabled.actively tQ\work toward regional .
l4brary ccoperation.

The main.problem hinted at in the discussion .of OVAL echoes ir M
any review of the hangups which have slowed SOLO's progress toward HCC
status: the need for better suppcrt of the lo .al library before regionally-based
-expansion has any meaning. Contcibutions in time or money or/energy to
.nmulti-cdunty cooperation can have only a very low priority when there is
no money to. buy books or pay staff or fix.the roof -- or, most recently,
to keep the gas a1 lights fron being turned off. Under aych circumstances,
as .a SOLO librarian writes, “aspects of regionalization lose much of their
Justre," particularly for the larger libraries which have relatively heavy °~ |
obligations and. commitments. But there is both resilience and ambition .

.+ ins ‘the hilb@ of southern Ohio, as OVAL has shown and as SOLO will prove.

> -
<

o

P .

A Area planning ‘for SOLO has produced & wedghty “Planning Portfolio"
. °wbidh in many ways dould serve as a model for other Mcrsf\‘lt focuses
In, turn on natural features, economy -- both general and in specific

yareas-\urfan development (of which there is little), population, income

and unemployment, health, education, transportation, and parks, recreation

and conservation. -It is noteworthy because of its frequent reference to

~various indepgndenc tudies-, such as The Ohio Appalachia Regional Comnunity ,
-Study, Ohio Lazbor Market Information,.Ohio Highway Construction Prograum,
L+t IP7T=19724 data jfrom the Economic Research Division of the Ohio Department

SN Jevelopment, &tc. A wealth of informationhas n gathered relating

in the largest seny to the assessment of needs; it can be failted only
" where it tends to s8lap out of Ha\e but revision and updating of such

»a rich base wiii ngt b hard to aocomplish * N

a A N el <

o - &

* It suffers as well from a characterist}h evidently endemic in much
» o "MCC documentation: wmany of the memoranda .re uadated.

] .
7 ) v ~ .
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: The a~ea i;\Q\L or one, as has\hlready been implied. The most

recent figures from the\OR .0 Directory of Libraries show a :range in per
L capita library support amqgg\;he nine participating counties of from

77¢ to $3.07, notie gven up ‘to half half the figure recommended by 1972 OLA

Standards. These amounts ar \distributed to 14 area libraries, pro-~

-2 ‘portionately reducing the yield\to some (in Harrison, Belmont and. Pexry).
And, to conclude what may seem ta\:: a rather negative overview of area
25 problems, death, retirement, etc ve decimated the ranka of the'

experienced librarian-planners in SOLQ in the last year or tvo, toran. - -
unexpected deg: . So much for the b . news, in the cugrent phrase, ‘

' Reports late in 1974 from SOLO 1ndicate a renaiasance in confidence
and thus in activity. The formerly somewhat ambiguous position of the
SLO Center in Caldwell has. been agreed upon to be oné of leaderahip,
as determined by the SOLO grou  thich meets monthly, and by its Executive .
~ Council, The latter "has béen . uming an even larger and more direct
role in the Regional Library program." 4 5

For example, the film sub-committee establishes
film policy and for the past two years has been -
purchasing all films for the .Center. Another
positive step taken by the SOLO group has been
the establishment of reciproeal borrowing pri-
vileges among member libraries.* . i

-

¥ .

Further, ) ¢

14
A reference Network Coordinator has been hired to |
- \<g’ oversee the development of the SOLO Microfilm Project,
and. to guide present use of an ig-distnict;ﬁats,2Re£e:ence:2m_ﬂ__“mm
. Hotline," TWXIL, SLOMAC, and related network functions -
implenented with the participation of the Libra’ians
Council.

collection,
tion,

Thus a beginning, Future plans include =& expanded ar
emphasizing such regional needs as area industry, agricultural infg
etc.; expanded AV wmat 'rials (including the film circuit alluded to)
sxpanded bookmobile service; in-Bervice training; and a consultant
staff. The last two are espeqially important in an area where there
are very few professional librarians. The surveyor would have sone %
suggestions about the use of a major metropolitan library as a resource

: center, already familiar to readers of earlier parts of this aurvey,
but they are now premature,

2 An air of confidence now seems to exist in SOLO, an ambierice which
promises to develop achievement and to sustain what a respondent perceives
as "local consensus! that "rapid progress is being made to vitalize
regional development in this part of the State."

N -

* ' From. a respondent. The latter "positive step" is one, it will
be remembered, which has not yet been taken by all longer-

o /escabushed MCCs. 42 ;i
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III. RECOMMENDATIONS

A, Reconmendations'Relating Most Directly to the State Library
¢ .

Al The SLO must concentrate on rekindling statewide interegt in MCCs,

State Library policy 1is to let the burgeoning organizations develop - .

) independently, a praiseworthy motive. But there are. several unfortunate .
results of such a policy. Except for summary reviews in State Library -

reports and publications, there is very little continuing publicity

} . about current MCC activity, Not only is present enthusiaSm somewhat .

’ " dampened by the situation, but other fires are not kindled, ‘A new ALSO . Lol

leaflet (late 1974) is only an attractive beginning.

/
A2, Egnmunication should be improved between the SLO and the project offices,
and through the latter to the member libraries, At present, communication
is generally random, consisting mainly of answers to questions {somctines
quite a while in coming) The consultants are overburdened a situation
which does not promise to improve very soon, Their formal statements at
advisory and other meetings censist typically of an overload of (frequcntly
threatening) information about federal and State funding., There is a short-
age of down-to-earth advice and encouragement, which cannot be communicated

. 1in brief monthly chats,

-0 . ‘ 5 “ P .S,
. . . communication within the State Library is '
poor -- the answers and information we get! (from ‘ -
our consultdnt) are not always the latest:. "It ) Co .
would be useful if State Library Qeople vere able A

""to say 'yés' or 'no" or even a firm 'maybe’ without o

- L% checking back with Columbusf * - : L

Personal styles of consultants vary a good deal, This is not bad in

. . . itself, and in most.field situations where they were observed at work,

the consultants and their "constituents" seemed to have worked out a

comfortable modus operandi. Yet in some cases, the consultants were

taking a much more directive role than in others. The surveyor suggested,

as a kind of trial balloon, that the consultants might somehow rotate

(80, to speak) through the State affording c, jortunities (1) for the

consultants themselves to observe and compare contrasting states of

development among the MCCs, and perhaps as a result to discourage .

succegsive reinventions of the wheel: and (2) for the benefit of the

various Project Directors and consorting groups, who would be able to

.draw on the varying expertise of specialists' in LSCA regulatione,

.children's services, network design, the catalog center and cataloging

\services, aid to the handicapped and institutionalized, etc. .

»

! Ay
1 . ) .

Uncredited quotdtions are from questionnaires..

1

. { o 43 : oL
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. . .
Response to the suggestion was varied: a lack of overwhelming

‘enthusiasm on the part of the Project Directors deriving, one would

suspect, from a feeling oi uneasiness at the prospect of being confronted'

.with a succession of "new" persons unfamiliar with their history, however 1
1
|
1
:
|
|

. brief, and their problems. Several did comment favorably on the perceived
) benefit of drawing on varied subject competence. In an ideally-staffed
. situation Statewide, some compromise might be arranged whereby the suppor
of a continuously-assigned consultant would be augmented by a series of
- ) visits from others, "ou: sidevs. " .

& need that could be met informally through the
" OLA office is one for successful "practicing
librarians” to serve as consultants on problems
. that some of our small member libraries identify.
. ’ y OLA office couid be helpful in advising us on people
to consult, -

Other comments about State Library consultants were scattered
and evidently individual. The consensus was that their help was
© important and beneficial, though necessarily limited in time and ' |
(therefore) depth. Only now and then did one get the sense ‘that
participation in MCC or ALSO development was, for the consultant;
an obligation rather than an opportunity. '

The effect of the.situation described in the preceding paragraphs
has a serious effect on the position of the Project Director. See Section
C, especially the quotativns from Directors inder Recommendation CL.

N -

: x x *x : |
A3. Files at the ,State Library should be usefully organized., This
comment does not apply fo. the LSCA- project files per se --these,
from application to evaluation for every project year,. T are admirably
complete. However,” the surveyor would comment from his examination of
the project files that reports by the consultants are not readily
available in every place where one might expect them to be found.
This rather oblique observation ie meant to allow for the possibility
thdt such field reports may exist, in the files of theé State Librariam, -
' the Assistant State Librarian for Library Development, or, the Planning
Development Supervisor., While.a Project Director might be briefly
- glad that few such reports are kept in the LSCA files, he should on, .
. second thought regfet that it cannot be easy for the State Library Board
(or in this sensg its deputies) to review his problems or his progress,
and to make/jgpropriate recommendations or commendations as the case \

-may be. . . -

. ¢ N
Specifically, the official LSCA files (genérally speaking) give

littlé clue to the day-to-day or month-to-month working of the MCCs.

Of course, they exist mainly for the purpose of audit. Furthermore,

«

44 a R
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there is no other index, compilation or tabulatinn of elgniflcant up-to-date

_ information. For instance,‘when the surveyor v s preparing his

questionnaire for distribution one of the co altants, upon request,

obliged with a list of participating librarj , and librarians. 1In the

course of compiling the list s, the consulta® discovered that the most ) -~
recent record of NORWELD was inaccurate, .d corrected it. But not until

after the questionnaires were mailed wrno it found that half a dozen

SWORL libraries had been omitted, including one of the original member

libraries, Unwitting oversights of this sort can and do cause, hard feelings.

Similarly, except for those printed in The State Library Review,
lists of monies allocated to the several MCCs havé not been generally"
available in any one convenient fork to project personnel,

. . .. N

A4, Up-to-date indexes™should make informational listings on libraries,
librarians, project personnel, funding status, even project descriptions
for MCCs and ALSOs instantly available, For example, a question Like - ,
"llow many/which MCCs have children's services?” ought to yield instant

useful reply. Another exanple: 'tThat support has the COIM area had
for worKshops .over the past x years?" . ’
. i 2
x k% N .

*
s

Reporting lines above the consultant leveJ should be clarified.
Project personnel do not relate casily to the upper echelons of
State Library authority, “Again, thc overcommitment of SLO e::ecutive
staff seems to have been the problen., Acknowledged lines of authority
are not apparent -- were not,‘even earlier in 1974, when the SLO was Vo
more fully staffed. The effect of such a situation has been demonstrated .
in many libraries in Ohio and elsewhere: endruns’ by any and all concerned
d1rect1y to top managenent or the the Board. , ' gw_
A nuhber of recommendations in this report both above and helow,
indicate the advisability of the following recommendation. AS5. A clearly °
designated desk of central, MCC and ALSO authority should be established
within the SLO. 'Whom should I €all when my consultant is out on the road?"
Like almost all the other recommenda‘tions made "in this survey, the one above
is relevant to the formulations of new guidelines for the positions of ®
Assistant State Librarian for Library Development and Planning Development
Supervisor, as well ds (1mportant1y) for Consultants. ? 1 ' .

’

. . .
f
’ . - \
L

Somewhere betwéen the Board and the laboring librarians in NCCs
and ALSO development there” are-nther entities, the State Library ,
Advisory groups, These have u. involved somewhat unequally in, béﬁélf )
of multi-eounty development. And their involvement,'as indicated in f

1 ) . X I v

-
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News and Review, been well advertised., One extreme example may be cited
t .

e , State Library and the libraries of Okiio, I

-38- ’ ¢

A

recormendations A6 and A7 following, has.not despite.the best efforts in
from. a-librdfian's response: . - .

S » .
The ‘State Library has,failed during the - -
-- .last two years to.bring the libraries along "
as changes have been made to cooperative .
development requirements. A -case in point
is local funds.* In the spring of 1973 local
funds ‘were- requested to ‘be part of -the
project application as a one time favor to -
‘help the-State-Library over a difficult fin-
. ancial period. This changed in the fall of -
1973 .£6 a requirement, without much notice
//gi en and little (if any) ‘attempt to have
i

L7

hput from libraries. -Projéct directors have
-~" been used by the State Library to push their

Vv programs on the }ocal cooperative. Little

| attempt has been made to have input so -that-
the needs-of- the libraries can be identified
and met. : '. ‘ .

The degﬁibpment:of cooperative library systems
started as a cooperative effort between the

feel that this point has .been overlooked at S
times during the last few years. .The basic
problem is one of a breakdown in communication.

~There 4s a tremendous amount of printed material .

, which is ground out from the State Library to
) slant thought in a direction which they feel X
" . comfortable with. There is and has been little
real cbmmunicaqiqn in the development of basic
changes 4n. cooperative philosophy in ‘the last
Y few-years. v s

. The Advisory Council on Federal .lLibrary Programs gave considerable
time . and thodght to the cash contribution question and made a considered
recommendation. Certainlyﬁ%he final Board recommendation was not,”as
the .above paragraphs seem “to imply, a light or casual decision, But'’
the quoted paragraphs indicate a lack of awareness of these facts,

N¢

* -

?

. . . 4
% i,e,, in-kind and/or cash contributions, --These paragraphs-
are from a respondent, '

s 8
.
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. MCC planners and -to support their activities but that the offer was !
not acted upon, Was that offer passed. on’ How?

_the federal government in present support but also in preparation ror later

LS

-39
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Y

A6, The advisory groups % should have cledr and definite MCC responsibilities
appropriate teo their missions., It was reported to the surveyor that the .
Advisory Committee for Library Outreach Services offered to consult with

Similarly, the Advisory Council on Federal Library Programs
(ACFLR)Y 1is, ‘to the knowledge of the surveyor, only dimly-aware of its °
role in MCC and ALSO development. Specific involvement has included
extended discussion of the priority for MCCs when the loss of LSCA’ funds
was threatened fand approval of a recommendation to the State Library
Board on cash matching requirements for LSCA. funds in MCCs, as referred
to im the above critique, as well as a review of project evaluations.
General involvement-:-- considerably more important in the long term --
has been consultation with SLO staff in the preparation of guidelines for
spending federal funds. These guidelines have in every case favored inter-
library cwoperation. But their base has been on the theoretical not the
working level, . % ‘

An extended in-person review of multi-county activity by Project Directors
should be prepared for the ACFLP, not only because of the major role of :

presentations for State- support’

14 A

Finally, the role, or more accurately, the power -of the Advisory

Committee for ALSO Review should. be more sharply defined and used, -
At present, its existence seems mainly formal, - Some thought might be
given to enlarging its membership and therefore .its representativeness,
thus increasing its effectiveness both to -the board and ‘to the libraries
of the State. Decisions -and recommendations made by -this Committee ,
should be immediatély forwarded 'to consultants and to the field, Perhaps *
more importantly than_fon.othen_State_Libraryﬂcommittees_(but_cextainly

D

equally so), the pipeline to OLA and OLTA should be open, so that the "
administration and committees of those organizations are at once made
aware of the outcome of deiiberations," 0

There ‘are questions in the field as to where the crncial decision- '
making power rests. The decision to* make OVAL the first' ALSO is a ‘caser in
point, The low per capita income was evidently the swing factor. But
there has been misunderstanding of this reasoning, and some bad feeling lingers
as a result of the misunderstanding. These remarks -- without laying
‘out further evidence -- are intended not to reopén the question whether
OVAL. ghould indeed have been so designated, but rather to irlustrate ‘the
importance of full and complete documentation amply supported by appropriate_
staff, committee, cornecil, professional association or othér présumably .
unbiased reporting. . 4 . .

R

v

* Groups advisory to the State Library, not MCC or*ALSO advisory
‘committees or councils,

& .
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The surveyor is aware of the logistic difficulties of adding to
the time required for meeting and- action by these groups: a compromise
.might be achieved partially by correspondence and mail review, The

membership could serve, if well used, to supplement the efforts of SLO staff

ag‘every level and to. encourage a feeling in- the field that the State
Library did indeed listen. But in order to achieve this goal, individual

\ members or whole advisory groups must not -- as has+occurred in -the past
--:be confronted with what appears to.be a fait accompli.

A7. The State Library should correct the impression that the State .

Librarian single-handedly makes all important decisions., The role of
advisory groups and the authority of the Board should be made clear
to.all concerned. And internally (within the SLO), the implementation
of recommendation A5 will be most useful. ) -

x k k°

In some senses the State Library, in' its encouragement of MCC
development, is competing with itself. This expression is probably too-
easy to make, and is certainly too cryptic and requires more explanation.

. , The three major objectives of the OLDP (listed on page 1) bore
within themselves the seeds of the problem, a fact that was-noted many
years ago ‘in the early OLDP workshops. Both network development 'and
“the strengthening of the State Library, important as they are, must pro-
.ceed in coordinatighiwith, almost’yoked with, ALSO development. * Ofherwise
they may, if they run ahead, prove more immediately attractive than the °
slower and more tedious mechanism of multi-county cooperation. Examples

abound«——In-the-area~of-network-development; TWXIL—and--SLOMAC-have-cast:

a spell which in many parts of the State is, in some vague way, reenforced

by the lengthening shadow of OCLC.* While many persons working in libraries-

do not clearly perceive the interaction between these. entities or, their
! interface, to the extent thtat it exists,.there has developed in some cases
a mixture of awe and.envy which invests these electronic systems with &
glamor that interlibrary loan certainly lacks. ‘

-

These services have bolstered the efficiency of the SLO reference
and ILL service. Again and again, the Burveyor was told that it was
“eagier" to go the .the State-fhibrary for these services than to go through.
the local systém., This was not all ihformation from the head librarian:
gome of- the most interesting informants were the "other persons" in small
libraries who were there when' the librarian wasn't.

* TWXIL = TWX Interlibrary Loan: SLOMAC = State Library of Ohio
Microfilm Autémated {atalog: . OCLC = Dhio College Library Center.
The first two are SLO\ projects: OCLC, though it has received.
LSCA funding through the State Library is esséntially independent.
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The easiest recormendation would be that‘SIO cut off direct
access to its reference and/or ILL sefvice by MNCC member libraries,
requiring them to use authorized channels.* This action, however,

would be drastic and probably unwise or, at the present, at least,
premature, A better plan would be the suggestion or requirement that
A8. MCCs which include such access in their nenbershlp benefits should:

°

éu have special inservice workshops to alter hablrs and

and

—

/j ; b. exert pressure through théir several Advisory Councils
? or other appropriate top-level MCC authority to make

authorized. channels at least as attractive as if .not

more so than direct lines to the SLO. ‘ :

: - Where "authorized'" = contract, such pressure will perhaps be easier to
exert. It has been suggested e]sewhere that all MCCs be included in
TWXIL network plans, The original inclusion, of OVAL as a test entlty
in the original TWXIL design vorked well for OVAL but did little fof

i thg self—esteem of MCCs otherwise, *%% .

& -

A %
‘ ‘ . ) . ' .
A9, The whole question of paperwork, from top to bottom, needs serious
‘ review. to the purpose.of simplification, Although clerks or their
deputles arelused ‘to the requirements of State rcnorting for audit
of re{ular library funds, the extra burden which an adminlstgrlng
library assumes when an HCL is formed is not a light one, For example,
———  —in=kimi—contribution reports *...seem to ‘be very cumbersome and time-
consuming to compile,"

4

- . 4

% #1f the State Library'expects the m-c unetworks to succeed, direct
access to the Union Catalog must be stopped''. =-- a Project Director,

%%  "Ipattention to the local librarian who acts as a 'catekeeper”
to the resources of the system can negate all the efforts of the system
planners, " - Dorothy M, Sinclair, Growth Patterns in Multi-Library
Systems:For'Publlc Service (Cleveland 1970), p. 110,

- **%%  See Richard Palmer, TWXIL: 7TWX Interlibrary Network, ed,, with
evaluation and comment, by A, J, Goldwym, (Columbus, 1974), esp. p. 13,

-~

x

attitudes of professional and nnnprofe551onal personnel Rt

.
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-42-

Within the projects, internal and inter-library ﬁaperwork could be
cleaned up a good deal. Accumulation seems in some cases to exist chiefly
for the purpose of justification of prevent grants and preparations

for future ones.. “

Al0. SO should make an Administrative -Assistant regularly available
to. project offices and member libraries for help and advice, or
alterhatively, should contract with an outside person to give this.
support. The savings:in time and accuracy would be considerable.,

All., SLO should commission a consultant to study records’and reports
presently required within the MCCs and to advise Project Directors
and Advisory Councils as to their utility, as well as to methods of
accelerating the flow of really useful informatioh.

+

There has been some mention of two regular State Library publiéa;ions,
and they are referred to in later pages. News from the State Library
and- The State Library Review* are widely distributed and, one asSumes, .
widely filed ** "Ohio librarians are generally aware -of their vaiue as
bulletins of record; still at various MCC meetings the surveyor heard
statements like "I tried to find the rule on that in News ... but ...
The index:.to News is not widely subscribed to or, it 1s feared, widely
congg;ted The. Review and the Ohio Directory of Libraries are not, by
their naEure designed for complete currency.

1 1]

It is suggesfed that A12. the SLO launch a new publication oriented
direcctly if not exclusively to MCC/ALSO administrators, participating
librarians and trustees. Alternatively, a one or two page supplemgnt
on colored paper could be a regular feature of News, devoted to coope:ative

abstracts of articles relevant to MCC and ALSO interests appearing in
News and Review, as well as, in various other publications like Round-Up,
a children's services newsletter (also from SLO). In its No. 88 1s issue,
(August 1974), there were notes on 'Children's Services in Hulti-County
Areas" and "Chi]dren s Services Tin an ALS0.". Items from all of these

sources .as well as others --|legislative newsletters, etc. -- could at
least be summarized if not reprinted, their source clearly indicated.
A vigorous editorial policy could encourage contributions of news), . -

activities, plans from personnel of the several projects, A cumulative
index to the contents of the publicaticn should be carefully prepared
as. perhaps’ its most useful feature. . >

|
|
* the annual report of The State Library of Ohio , l

%% News 1s not easy to file, appearing as it dbes on legal-size sheets,
monotonously alike in appearance, in spite of the frequent use of B
photographs, : i

b

30 ' . >




43 -

~The tole of the State Library Board and staff seems to be the
subject of so much comment in this survey that it is perhaps necessary
from time to time to reaffirm the surveyor's belief in the generally
positive statements made in the opening paragraphs of this report,
Almost everything which can be construed as negative in -the suryveyor 's
comments can be chadged sadly but simply to the shortage of staff in
the SLO; almost everything positive, on the other hand, can be credited
to the imagination, igitiative, and hard work of the administration
and consultant staff,

NI’

ot




i

’. Y P

“B. Recommendations Relating Most Directly to the
Ohio Library Association and the Ohio
Trustees Association '

o As indicated earlier, ‘Statewide interest in }NCCs and AL50s
needs rekindling. Because the surveyor feels that OLA/OLTA "can and
should play a role in this revival, most of the following recommenda-
tions are directed to that end. .

8l.  The Ohio Library Association and Ohio Library Trustee Association
should redirect their energies to MCC and ALSO support. No program
spot at thé FalI 1974 OLA/OLTA Conference spotliglited MCCs. The A
presentation at the State Board meeting, though adgquate per se, was
not well-advertised or well-attended, A rathep ironic obsexrvation
might be derived: though The State library 1s somewhat ambivalent
about "fathering" these organizations, preferring that they develop
.indigenously, it was only under SLO spongorship that they were giyen

a platform. . : N

*

> ~
ke

Library Trustee has been’ conscientious in reporting MCC work: examples:
appear in October, 1971 ("Acronyms Spolen Hére," a State Library release,
in effeet: a‘good job by Claudine Smith); October 1972 (on COIN, -by
librarian Janet Berg of Marion); January, 1973 ("Better Service for
Library Users: The OLDP and ALSO"s" again by Mrs. Smith of the State

Library Staff); and Januarv, 1974 ("Un-date Ohi% Netviork Development'),
possibly also from the State Library, but for itd date, rather mis-

Yeading. —“NORWFLD as an entity, although its first funding began’ in
January, 1974, was not acknowledged.* SOLO was given' more independence
than it deserved at that time, through use of .a multi-purpose map that
included "Counties served by State Lihrary field units", giving SOLO

and Union and Madigon counties apparent network status.** -
There has been less coverage in OLA. Bulletins. In January,
1971, Lewis Branscomb, then Chairman of the Advisory, Council on Federal
Library programs, with Joseph Shubert, Stste Librarian, wrote "Let's
Do Tt Together," in which the grand prospect for multj-county cooperation
under the OLDP was sketched. '"Putting on AIRS" appeared in October,
19714~ describing the short-lived information service in the present
‘_.MOLO ‘area, written by librarian Norman Wetzel of Dover. In April,

1974, a "Librarians are .for People" piece by Claudine-Smith (see

above) tied MCC and ALSO development into the 1974 Governor's Conference
activities. . '

» . .
. i . .
. s - N -

N ‘A"\I,
®*  Nor was it, as of October, l97ﬁ,'shqwn on the map in the OLAId?TA

office. | - ) . 4

**  This same mep has appeared elsewhere}:@.fv,>The State Library Review,

Even more ambivalent is the role of OLA/OLTA itsélf., Thé Ohio -

1972-1973, It shows "Target group service projects in operatidn June,
1973" as well, activities are not clearly related to MCC developqenf,

Y.
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4 x . T
The*attitude of the Executive Director of OLA/OLTA .is positive -
.and supportive. Not’enough' can be said for his strong position
during the years of dtve]opment of the ULDP, Since the first one
began, he has taken part in various MCC workshops and prograns as,
) well as in regional presentations, and is ready and Willinp to
- participate in others, , . . .
Yet there seems to be a lack of focus in. OLA/OLTA as a whole
on the multi-county moVement., BRartly perhaps this apparent neglect
can be traced t6 elected organizational leadership, which in recent
years (particularly in OLA) has been metropolitan. OLA committee
and divisional structure, elaborate as it is, does not provide for ;
direct oversight of multi-county development. The Library Develop-
ment Committee, charged by the OLA President with the up~dating and
. rewriting of the Ohio Library Development Plan*, does not have the *
specific responSibility of review, evaluation or reporting of multi-
county work, any more than it does of network or State Library develop-
ment, . >
Because the incoming President of the OLA has had close involve-
ment with the development of an MCC and has developed strong feeling
about its management and (especially) the relationship.%etween MCC
and. ALSO organizations and ‘the State Library,”this might be an
appropriate time for OLA to take a more positive interest in the
whole area of interlibrary cooperation,

- B2, The OLA should consider setting up a Consultant Panel '(seé page 6)
) for service to; MCCs and ALSOs. This might begin as a cormittee charged
with ascertaining common needs, and move on -to. the impanelling of
a voluﬂf@@fﬁ““?ﬁnﬂing—of~expenses—sﬁo&ld—vrobably~be—the—:esponsihiJitV
. . ‘of the MCC or ALS0, but screening, selection and scheduling of »
individuals on a Statewide basis could be a useful OLA function in
support of cooperative activity. See Appendix VII for this and following

recommendation,

» ’ . - f

B3. OLTA should co-sponsor with SLO a series of regional MCC-oriented
norkshops for trustees. General response from librarians around the state
« was ncegative on this point: trustees are too busy, etc.* Certainly the’
experience of the surveyor in series of earlier trustee workshops,’
would ‘tend to support.these  comments. "The attitude has varied from
benign indulgence to sincere involvement, and occasionally outright .
suspicion.’ . ) l o

t

* Another "charge" to the Library Development Committee might be :
an appropriate launiching pad: '"The Committee should .tie up the »
loose ends of anything left over from previous years or whatever |

the Board or Committée may ceme up with," --0LA in Action, 1974, 1

g . p. 38 And perhaps the Libraries for the 70's Committee could help, . '1

since\public relations seems to .be its chief responsibility.

! '
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Bome rather sensible directions for OLTA are implicit in
the following response: 'Trustees are used to being called on for
action and I'm afraid, unless the program calls upon. them for action,
the exercise ‘{more meetings) will appear to them to be a mockery."

A
1

"Action" could well be related to (1) discﬁssion, mutual under-
standing znd the assumption of mutual'responsibility, agreement on goz2ls,
and recormendations on cost~sharingy " (2) specific (hot generalizec
and open-ended) communication with: legislators; and even (3) an agreed-
upon strategy for working together to involve presently non-participating
libraries of every type #h.regional activity, Many expansions and ;
,variations of this agenda are possible and should be carefully weighzd,

!
I

The second recommendation above -- direct communication with the f,
legislature -- is most urgent, It cannot be strongly enough emphasized, - ’
that librarians and, especially, (B4) Trustees must work.with their State
legislators for funding of existing or improved legislation in support
of ongoing and future cooperative activities, Countinfjon federal funds
. or "leaving it to somebody else" will not wotk muclr longer. Trustees -~

as a group more, perhaps, than any other entity involved with Ohio library
development, are aware of the ‘implications of federal and State trends,
~ ' These implications must be carefully ondered.-‘A.EespondERt: "All taxes
. are collected from local people. The only difference is the distance
at which they are dimposed., It is all'a question of what we want’'to do
‘together and on what scale," To which the surveyor would add: '. ., . and
when and how it can feasibly be done,'" There are other closely related |,
problenms, of course. . \ a

1

,B5. Metropolitan libraries must be moved from contract to commitment

i

o,

in support of Statewide library support: a herculean task for ‘library
L i leadership;in the State, one that must be met,

-

- . A * % , %

~

[

The Standards for the Public Libraries of Ohio were produced by a
sugcession of subcommittees of the Library Development Comnittee of OLA
_and adopted in 1972, using §inancia1~base figures of 1969, now at least
. six_ years old. OLA in Acti®én'(for 1975) suggests ﬂg statewide workshop
...*1:6 help librarians and trustees interpret~the standards.” It
would seem that serious review of thé Standards, especially as they )
have been used to support MCC and ALSO planning regulations and o t
legisldtion,,ghquld have a priority with the Library Development .
Committee at least as high’as their "interpretation"” to the field.
oy ,

+ i ’
’
My A . " -

B6. The Library Development Commiftee should designate a subcommittee
to meet with Project Directors, member librarians and trustess to discuss
the ;Standards and to recommend-whether or not proposed revigsions of the
Standards might usefully reflect their points of wiew.

8
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. " C. Recommendations Relating Most Directly
] to Multi-County Cooperatives and ALSOs ™
) N . N \:\ 0 nr

. . . ~ .

The speed and vigor with which multi-county organizati? s developed
in Ohio is probably an indication that their time had gt last come. That ,
. : their growth has been healthy, promising a viable maturity, is a t}ihute
to the participating librarians and trustees. It is & tribute too to the
). careful preparation and planning of OLA, OLTA and The State Library in .
¢ the late '60's.* In late 1974 a sizeable proportisn of Ohio’'s counties A
were represented in multi-county activity, eight MCCs were in formal )
operation  th LSCA funding (most of them with full-time Project Directors);

a ninth wae . ~ing an organization project proposal: and a tenth area,
OVAL had" become an ALSO . . .
hd . N ’ h )
' , There were many successes, but there were problems too,\“rt may ..~

peem that this report focuses ,on these Some of the responses to
interviews and questionnaires were negative because those who responded

. were grinding axes: .ne can assume that many or most of the librarians
(average-35 2) who did not respend to questionnaires wcre either neutral
{indifferent?) or satisfied. Since the surveyor promised not to betray
the confidence (whether positive or negative) of the respondents, it
should be said Jhere that in the returred -questionnaires there are many

. expressions of feal enthusiasm and even gratitude for the existence
' of thé cooperative movement in Ohio. ’

o Gomments** and recommendations following unless qualified speci-
fically, refer to both MCC and ALSO activity and or sanization.

Cl. The role and stdtus of the Project Di*ector needs reconsider-
ation and strengthenjng, As it has dcveloped, this position is lonely
and insecure. ’ ’

There are several reasons for this situatieit, First, the circum-
stanées of fundlnh operate negatively on MCC and ALSC recruitment, just
as they have. done #n other (typically L8rA) projects. The year-to-year
base does not encourage perrmanent, carcer cormnitment, Fringe benefits

,' " are minimal. Turnover of Project Directors in several inscances has
not- contributed to M¥sh morale among the group as a whole. Planniug
on cvery level should aim at 1ncreasing joh seturity and status for

’ project personnel,

3

£
*

<}

CF. ». 1}'above. For documentatiort see ‘ inter alia, Sinclair, op.
cit., pp. 11-131; Robert H, Donohugh, ”The Best Laid Plan: OLDP,
ALSO'and JSHP" (American Libraries, lov., 1970, pp. 973-977), in
spite of tHe.fact that the literary derivation of the latter title
would suggcst a gloomy prospect for ultimate Success.

e

k% Qnotations in this section, unless otherwise indicated, are from
Project Directors

S

> . SD
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1ncumbents in Project Director positions.

1 J

'tThis fact has been alluded to (see especially recommendation A2).

“ ~ And it is not a universal complaint? . . -

X But also appearing are statements like these:
] \ .

that we feel we get put off.

- answey from somebody -else!
. unbeknownst duplicating previous effort.,

ing some guidance.

N ‘ the third week in September, 1973 ...
\ .

information vacuum has on the atmosphere’ in' the project office:

Directors quoted.

3

Somewhat less obvious is the effect of geographic isolation which
is a natural characteristic of some of thece jobs. Though in itself not
- a situation that can be alteted, it should be recognized; it can at least
) _be .ameliorated by the suggestions made inr this section intended to bolster
. the tangible and intangible dimensions of the job. The cooperatives have
_been very-fortunate to have attracted and -- hopefully -~ kept the present

The Project Directors seem not, in general, to find their relation-
ship with the State Library to be a psychologically supportive one.

Currently, the State Library appears to be there if you

RS need advice and/or comsultation but otherwise, they have
o pretty well left (us) alone since I took over. I prefer
v this type of arrangement. I view my role as devotion

! to the multi-county area and not to the State Library.

) It is when we get into long range planning, and when we
! . try to get answers as to thesguture status of our MCC

. (Our consultant) tries to answer Questions Unfortunately,
> there are too many questigns which require getting the

In my case ..., everything has to be searched ou* often

. As in some

< instances I didn't know what quéstions should have been
. . asked, I must fault the State Library for not volunteer-

ft was only through the grapevine that we found out a

‘ . 'posal had to be gubmitted by Octoter 1, 1973 to
. c atinue (our MCC) in 1974. We learned about this

Comment has already been directly toward the other end of the
informevdion pipeline (or lack of it} referred to, 1.e., the role of
consultants and S1.O staff. Emphasis here is on the e effect which,this

' effectively draining it of the information-rich ambience which nour-
ishes loyalty and ambition. Every one of the quotations above must
be recognﬂzed for what it is: a job-related concern of the Project

4
,
,
<
1
i
i
i
4
i
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_ A related problem is thz role of the resource and/or administering
libraries. In some of the cooperating areas, there is a dominant
N individual or group of individuals not only eroding the authority of
the Project Director but also appearing to threaten the autonomy of
participating libraries. Sometimes this situation has been alluded
to by the Project Director: more often it has been underscored by
. . responding librarians. One Project Director was referred to as
L "unbilical to''* a large library in the area. Llsewhere, administering
libraries (at least two) ' have made comment to other lihrarinns and
trustees that the adninistering library's board had all the power and
- it didn't matter what !ICC trustecs thought In this case, the Project
Director commented, "While true, it's bad public relatioms. The
latter sonewhat cynical observation is of course itself an inplicit
critic1sn of the status quo.

.

- C2, Roles of the adninJStering libraries should be clearly defined )
and appropriately reimbursed. To a degree, this is a matter for consider-
ation by the consultant suggested in recommendation AlO,. The administer-
ing library, for example, should so keep its books that a running
record of encumbered funds is always availalle to the project pffice.

Such niceties of cooperation —-- which may amount only to a little
more openness on the part of the administering clerk-treasurer -- ought
to be routine. ‘ 7 ' . .

But in a more general sense, the fact that a library administers
\ the finances of a project does not mean that it has "all the power."
t The whole democratic structure of MCC and ALSO administration is intended o
to guarantee an equal weight and an equal voice to every participating .
librarian ‘and board. a ‘

* x} .
Trustees donate considerable time and effort and sho 't

*. be made to feel like figureheads. ' This is probably -.... i
worst aspect of MCCs. .

A

2

Sharing of similar problems between Project Directors, as well as wise
and experienced giidance from SLO consultants and staff, *should be '
emphasized as routes toward alleviation of such situations as -- or
before —-- they occur. And changing the administering library is a not
. Impossible option. /7

o~ ' . But there is ‘another side to/the coin: the point of view'of the
administering library. One administefing librarian is qnderstanding

i
i
" . x i
WY ' / ,‘
K . . . ’/
. 3
T 4 /

* from a ;articipatihg librﬁrian

S
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LSCA Project Directors are in an awkward position -~
- - being neither part of a library staff nor completely .
independent of the Administering Library (personnel.
s benefits, for instance, and financial control of pro-

ject *funds), /// -

bu} adds, "As Administering Library, we carry a heavy load of financial
accounting and reporting .....It ig’a serious drain on our time."
Another adrministering librarian: /"I would put all such so-called-
cooperative programs under direct State Library management." Another:
"It would be better if no oneAdibrary had to be designated as grantee."

»
4 .

. Some of these gomments, the last one particularly, admit of no
response. But in generdl, it ‘would seem that the lack of rapport
indicated in these examples could to some extent be alleviated if there’
were a higher degre¢’of confidence and mutual regard between Administering
Library and Project Office as institutions. Again, the uncertain fundihg
of the projects Was limited the achievement of this goal. Where the ’
aadministering Xibrariun and/or his or her board are strong regional
figures, it ig’difficult if not impossible for an off-line or "upstart"
Project Offider to establish and exert any authority. C3. MCC and, °
) ALSO Boards’ should be strongly supportive of the position of the Project
$ Officer add of the Project Office. And at the same time, reenforgement
' from the State Library, as suggested in several places earlier, could-
be nore forcefully effected: in the preparation of proposals and
applications, where the Administering Library and the Project Officer are
working out terms; in the sharing of information with all concerned’as ¢ ¥
.soon as it is available: in the pronpt arbitration or adjudication of
i disputes or feeling of unfairness on either side.

3

. ' s /
Very similar problems relating to the Resource Libraries call for
very similar-solutions. | / ol

/ - ) .

/" Almost every Resourge LibFary believes that it gives more than it
gets. /fhis phrasec -echoes through all of the responses, in both explicit
and implicit form. This statement may surprisc some Project Directors

who read it, since reimbursenient forrulas seened not to be a general
concern arong that groyp. Like these with Administering Libraries,

s
»
i

|
1

~

rclationsi:ips with Respurce Libraries tend to boil down to a question \\\l
of personalities and money.  Again, arbitration through State Library

auspices, support from !iNC or ALSO Boards and the preparatiofi of nutua%iy
bencficirl contracts must be the answer, The Project Officer must

be able to act with confidence in his role and power, and to be

accepted on his terms. le is not a supplicant to when some sort of
sacrifice is being of fered as a tolen to the OLDT.
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i A Resource: Librarian says: . , .

; I personally feel that (tliis) resource library is being’
/ exploited and is not being reimbursed with sums commen-

P surate with staff time, resources built up over ‘the
i" years, expertise, etc. By extension, the tax payers of
M (our county) are being exploited.

C4. Guidelines should be worked out and distributed for contratts with
Resource Libraries; contracts should be reviewed and approved formally

by the Board of the Resource Library: bv the. Governing Council (or

equivalent body) of the MCC or ALSO; by the Project Director; and: by a
representative of the State Library. The surveyor is aware that contracts
made in periods of inflation have not been completely fair to the

"sellers'; an arbitrated arrangement such as that suggested above should work
against undue hardships and‘toward continued cooperative effort, i

* * - 0k

.

At least as of the late summer of 1974, there was a rather serious
lack of communication between Project Directors. Personal dialog was
occasionally sougat on a direct basis by one or ano.her of the
Directors ~- "If ‘you would like to join in a group presentation (on a’
specified matter of mutual concern) to the State Board next week, let
me know at once...." But in the generally unorganized situation (where
some of the individuals were in any case satisfied with their lot),
such an appeal got only scattered fesponse. The Project Directors )
were not all aware of the status of multi-county organization across’
the State: announcements about the 1974 funding of MOLO, for example,
had not generally registered. A regularly scheduled series of
meetings between Project Directors received praise and apparently
accomplished some opening-up of communication: but one of the MCCs
was not aware of these meetings until November, 1973, and another was

not represented in the fall of 1974, X

nete
e

Open, routine exchange of plans and budgets would be most bengficial,
since there is so much variation in. both the experience of the several
groups and in their relative sophistication in dealing with the funding
authority. .

. 4
One year we budgeted very little money for workshops,
only to learn that othér multi-county units had work-
shops costing as much as $400 each.

[y

The surveyor is not aware of any reason for éonfidgntiality concerning
either developmental information (project ptanning, long-term plans,
proposals, etc:), or operational information (grant awards, evaluations,

/’/'/ 59
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. ?

etc.). C5. Project Directors should distribute among themsglves, or
the SIO should distribute to all of them, copies of all major planning

2

and program documents including especially proposals, .grants, and evaluations,

Ending (if not &ompleting) the surveyor's conxments on the.i)osition
of Project Director beginning with recommendation Cl, a few more suggestions
may be@in order,

c6, Project Directors must assume the responisibility of inproving
their role definition, acceptance, and visibility within their own MCCs.
Some .comments from librarians asked what they think of the present

adninistrative set-up in their own MCC:

. +.. we feel there is a need to see that adrministratien
does not overshadow service as can happen in any program,

Y . Rather cumbersome,

The director sometimes forgets that participating libraries
have all the duties they have had, plus the requirements
- of the Project, (The director) has only the project and
, . we cannot always be ready for everv extra meeting or require-
] ment, ’

. “
7

Director not in individual libraries enéugh to be familiar
with problems.

The next 1is an interesting response directed, presumably, both to the A
surveyor and to the agency sponsoring this report' o '
. i
Leave this up to the local group they know what works best
for them (sic).

A suggestion for large areas might be an assistant director,
When many counties are under the jurisdiction. of one director,
it is literally impossible for that individual to be as
effective as is sometimes necessary. I am not implying that

> our -director is not doing an effective job because (he/she)
is, bnt sometimes (there are) many miles to cover and {one)

. ' has to be on the road for long periods of time ...,
* - ’ ~

This rather extensive series of quotations is given to Support the
recommendation under discussion. As indicated elsewhere, there vas much °
favorable comment which, given the limitations of intent here, 18’ not

" quoted. One example of many

“

(MCC) director “= a gogetter, Let's keep (the MCC) going
for a long lon:, :ime.- L

+~ \
A

-t
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"relations, etc

it may be put to work for the larger cause,)
. R .

.
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Much if not all of the critical conment could be-met, and turned to a more
favorable response, by the Project Directors themselves. Specific
recomnendations include first, timely scheduled visits to member libraries,
perhaps in series with eaPh visit devoted to a theme or .Subject of
inquiry: plans for -a speciiic agé group, shut-in service, trustee
Second, to be achieved at the same time, Project Directors
should themselves restudy the amount of headquarters busywdrk that they
scpedule for themselves, with the purpose of-releasing time for trips
to the field. -There is mo doubt an impllcation in these suggestions
of improving public relations, and this .is as it should be. Nowhere
did the surveyor find a suggestion of less than full-time commitment
to their work and to their mission by the-Directors; the inage of this
dedication must be projected to their several constituencies,

-

Ak *

~

The following general re aris apply i varying degrees to a number
of the present multi-county or3341zations. . . ’

. ’

¢

-
-

C7. Vestigial evidence of equier, formal single county cooperation
should be critically cvaluated.
HCC missions,

vhere it obscures or conflicts with present
it?should he discouraged. {In some cases, with nodifi.

. .ion,
r S

;
A * ’ !
. . . i
1
i
|
! |
X . i
One exanple came from a library respondent who in an evidently ’
sincere and helping mood, explained het i{CC acronym: 'M-- County
Ohio Library Orgdanization (MOLO)." Identification of the county with.the §
IICC in the librarian’s perception suggested at least a faulty understanding
of what the HCC was all about®, and.leil the surveyor to wonder how the
case for joining the ilCC was presented to the‘lqcal trustees,
- Another eéxample of preexisﬁing county activity still throwing
a- shadow dgwn the years appeared in a little leaflet; copies of which
were stacked on the circulation desk of a participating library. 'lelcome
to the Libraries of X County," it said. Common rules and regulations were
listed ‘and (divergent) hourg of operation given. There was no reference
to the larger cooperative area of which the donor library was now a part.
The .county line explicit in the leaflet barred mention of a nearby out-of-
county coopetating library a good deal larger than any in X County, b
And most surprisingly, one of the libraries in X county itself had been
omitted completely, prasumably as a result of some earliér and now inoperative

fiat or feud.

! . ) \ |
*  This example, though real has been changed to M-- County and -

MOLO from another part of the .State. - '
L ,
* 8L
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. Book bags with county. labels are still beinp handed out. A
number of references in the questionnaires returned from most of the
areas referred admiringly to intra-county activities, and it was. often
difficult to tell whether the respondent thoupht of them as MCC-authorized,
or not, The surveyor. wWould repeat the suggestions made in the_ opening '
paragraph of this recommendation. ’ ’

* . *

* . & ' ..

What might be cAlled the demographic perception of the several
cooperative areas is not wriformly good. T . ’
C8. Every effort should. be made to characterize the population within
each MCC'or ALSO in the most .explicit way. There is little evidence
of discussion with or input from regional planning authorities
or any other area, county or municipal agencies who would be able to
furnish meaningful data.- The results are sometimes startling. One
MCC, which includes no Iérge cities but a number of towns- from 15,000
to 30,000 in population, describes itself as "51% suburban and 49%
rural," using what can be only be perceived as an etymologically defensible
but logically weak use of the word: 'suburban.' Since most of the
applicants choose pot to focus on a single (or any specific) economic,
ethuic or racial "target'. group, they tend to make no estimaté at all,
of ‘such components of the population as economically disadvantaged,*
_physically handicapped,.migrant, or racial or ethnic minority of any
sort. The vzsult is a set of applications, and program, for (in the
words of the LSCA application) "General ‘Public of area." This ..
perspective, implicitly leading to the use of cooperative funds and
energy to maintain a kind .of middle-class status quo, leads to the
next comment., ] L ‘ .

. “f R

¢9. MCC plans and proéréps are too often aimed only at support for
libraries and librarians as they are, not as they should be,."The

predicted need for a wider base %g voter support must be recognized,

if no other pressure of social r ponsibility is effective. Again and
again, the respondents' examples Pf program effectiveness cited oqu
increased or more enthusiastic use by 'repulars.” .

o

Typital responses toﬂpnge 2 of the questionnaire (''how user or
non-user groups have been affected by cooperative activity') tended
to give high ratings to user increase in the various age groups as
appropriate to the several MCC's, low ratings to non-users in the
same categories; Thus MCC programs were seen to enhance present
services to the present clientele, not to create new services qr build
patronage or use. Many respondents anndtated the checklist ("children"
(or "businessmen' or ''functional 1lliterat?s") not included in our MCC").

* aith its antique criterion, '"less than $3,000."

6




/

!
i ) -
i N

-

a

There was. rarely any response to the question "Which. of the low-ranking
groups identified above would you 'move up' in priority of emphasis?"

In OVAL, remote ateas (Books by Mail) got a couple of plugs; in NORWELD
as indicated elsewhere, there was some limited indication of interest

in the,poor

It is on the evidence fair, if not complimentary, to say that the
attitude of too/ﬁany responding librarians is passive, unimaginative, '
non—creative The importance of presenting MCC activity as an opportunity,
not merely a support for present service, cannot be overemphasized, And,
to rephrase the above two recommendations for the .sake of emphasis, ;

*

Needs aééeésmga;s must be made strong, sharp, clear and vital.

-

C 10,

It is hard to tell to what extent the situation described in the
preceding paragraphs has been the result of pressure, either.consc¢iouns o
or unconscious, by administering, - resource or otherwise regionally
powerful librarians, It is hoped that the seéveral suggestions in this
report reforring to better communications, stronger State-level support,
etc.,.for the Project Directors will lead to-more confidence on their
part, more'independence in the local arena, and more positive planning
aimed at broad long-range goals.
p N .

’ ) * * B

- . L .
C 11, Every MCC Director and every participating librarian should assess
the "other" type of library situation and formulate a plan to involve.
school, post-gecondary and special libraries in mutually beneficial MCC
activity, ° +e

i
i

N , -

In most MCCs, there 1s very littlesevidence of interest in

{

cooperative activity involving libraries other than public ones. 1In
SWORL, academic and secondary schools. (including private) have been and
dre involved and some took the trouble to write enthusiastic letters to the
surveyor, There 1g some State institution activity as well, in Lebanon,
In WORLDS, Lima State ‘Hospital has been an active participant.

The - past interest and presumed future support by the Govegnor for
two-yea d vocational post-secondary education would seem to be a
warning that public libraries should clearly and definitely, enlist the
cooperation and support of regional schools, 4colleges and universities.
Such an end can best be gained by offering to them the cooperation and
support\‘that a public library network can give. A good example of
intertyge cooperation not mentioned: earlier is that ?n the INFO (L-M)
area, between the MCC and the Lorain ‘County Communit College. In[any )
cagse, the noted establishment and expected viability of these institutions.
particularly in the present State environment, wants attention, /

| o

L
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Less dramatic but of little léss significance is cooperation (of
which there is little, beyond contract arrangements), with 4-year academic
institutions and special libraries, ‘ ’

k4
)

The lack of_intgrtype cooperdtion seems to be mdstly due to local
interpretation of guidelines and regulations,* But partly it may-also
be due to a feeling on the part of librarians that "they" (those others) .
have their own interests and own clientele, A reassessment of this
point of view is overdue. Where students live in‘a'community, the public
library is theirs as much as.it is anyone else's; as community (county,
as well as MCC) residents, they should have equal access. More coopera-
tion, even active inquiry into curriculum, on the part of public librarians,
18 not an impossible task. In one library where the surveyor inquired
the wdy to a local vocational school, the librarian could not givé
directions. In another, the librarian cited the establishment of a local
branch of a State university (its”library barely started and certainly
underbookgd) as an excuse fpr a drop in her circuylation. .

C 12. Every MCC should immediately make a complete and detailed comparative
study of delivery options available within the area. In some cases this .
has been done; in others, it has been done only vaguely if at all. Every
Director should know how the public mail travels in his MCC: the gathering
and distribution points, and the.average times involved. Since the Postal

Service is not organized of a Statewide basis, it is diff :cult to get this

*

information centrally. Local inquiry and tests must .be conducted. In at
least one MCC, hearsay avidence about the lack of any viable alternative to
"the public mail seem to have been accepted as gospel.. On this point,
routes, schedules and charges of the United Parcel Service (UPS) should be
speeific 1ly investigated everywhere. UPS has been effectively used in
SWORL, much of whose rural area would seem to be an unlikely territory

for private methods of distribution. And' in urban areas where outreach
consideration of mail delivery and pickup of packages is frustrated by

the unwillingness or inability of mail persons to cooperate, alternatiyves

are no less important. '

te g *
[

* See Rule 2. Administration of State Aid, Subsidy and Grant Programs
adopted by the State Library Board effective March 31, 1973, esp,
section 3.25 (d): "The Plan provides for cooperation with ather
types of libraries ., . ." Overshadowing that reminder, however,
is the general impression that transformation to ALSO status will
relegate non-public libraries”tq limbo. For this reason, with
exceptions which are noted, they are generally in MCCs given
second-class citizenship, . ! .

-




C 13. Every HCC and ALSO should have contract arrangeéments with a
major metropolitan library. This was one of the recommendations of the

+ Blasingame study and it makes as much sense now as it did seven years
ago, Particularly when recommendation Cl2 is impiemented, the resource - ,
library need not be in’ the immediate area. The participation of the //'
resource library - if it can, as it should, be made a “positive and re-
warding contribution to Statewide’ library development - will lead to a
double pay off. Not only will the MCC or ALSO benefit, but the present
somewhat grudging attitude of the large libraries will take on a more
positive tone.. "Working together" for the libraries of the State must
be the acknowledged, accepted and well-publicized theme of future Ohio {
library development, All of the recomniendations ir this report are , )

. * almed at that goal. And all libraries and all librarians must be .

‘involved.* S -

o

* -See alsc Recommendation B 5,
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Survey Questionnaire . }\ .‘ .
1. Cooperative activities which have improved service to usexs more effectively
are: . . LS. .
1. ‘ ‘ ‘,
2, - .
3- -
rd 4‘
t 5.‘ . @ R
' o ) . ) . /f . l.
2. Cooperative activities which have had l{ttle or no effect on service to users
are: . - "'“', :/ L.
2. . ' : /
3. ¢ ’ . 1 » . .
| 5.
3. Would you therefore alter or abandon any or a]l of the activities 1iqted under 2?7
,t
4, Would you say that cooperative activitv has (a) increased tﬁcisfaFtion of
regular users or (b) addéd new users or (c) both? Can you auantify -or ’
illustrate your answer by example? By ,
' 5.° _.Please indicate bv number (1=most, 5=1east) how uger (or non-user) groups have
been affected by cooperative activity go far:
, Pr_.e._-_s_c_hp.el. ) Aged
. ( Y User’ ( ) User
( ) Nopn-user . . ( ) Non-user
. & Children %omegﬁund o/ o
( ) User, a ) User ™ " /. )
( ) Non-user () Non—use#/ .
Young Teens Business and Professional
( ) User ¢ ) Ueer é '
¢ ( ) Non-user ( ) YNon-us
Younp Adults Functional i&literates
() User () User/
( ) Non-user ( ) Non -jser B
-Adults Remote Areas .
. () User s Ty Usez .
P ( ) Non-user ( ) Nop-user
. ' . Handicapped
Others: specify ( ) User . .
() User { ) Non-user o
) ( ) Non-user - J
6. What of the low—ranking grouns identified abnve wguld vou ”mnve up" in priority
N of enphasis? How?
) !
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(Federal and/or State) for cooperdtive and ALSO development?

4

!

What are the chief changes you would recommend in the rules*gngxfegulations

What do you think of the present administrative set-un (Project HO, Director,
staff, office, ete)? What chanpes would you suggest? -~ g

Given adeouate funding, rioritf should be given in cooperative plaiiizg/{o:
o . ’ . ! .

enthusiastic, 1ndiffere§§, hostile, etc., with comment.)

Would you recommend any kind of trustee wnrkshops or meetings? Comment.

4 ? 4
To what extent have other types of 11brar1es been involved in cooberation on
the community 1eve1° DA

-

Could other types of libraries in your area be productive]v involved in area—

wide cooperation? >,

Problems (which may be unfque to my librarv or not) which I do not see golved
by multi-county cooperation are:

Any other praise, complaints, suggestions:

-

Librarian:

‘Library:

‘Date:

" For mv library, trusteee involvément has been: (characterize any way you wish:

’
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 MULTICOUNTY  COOPERATIVES e arsue s, s -
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Eibraries in 62 counties are members of multicounty cooperatives througHﬂ ‘
which they formally share resources. Each participating library pays
part _of the cost of the cooperative, and LSCA grants underwrite the
major share. ; '
1

o

COIN (Cep. al Ohio Information Net-
workh) — 14 hibraries in 8§ counties.
Ashland, Crawford, Knox; Muarion,
Morrow, Richland, Wayne and Wyan-
dot. Reference information shared
through four resource libraries and the
assistance of COIN Project Director’s
~Oflice in Mansficld. ‘

»

INFO (l.orain and Mcdinn) — 8 li-
brarics in Lorain and Medina cotnlics.
Impravement of reference collections
and staff skills. . .

© MILO (Min_n;n Valley l.%@ry Organi-
zation) —- 13 hbraries 617 counties.
Clark, Champaizn, Darl e, Greane, Mi-

ami, Montgomery and I'reble. acludes

credit call set-up for 1eference seivices
from Dayton Public Library and jeri-
odical copying services.

iy

MOL.O (M icastern Ohio Library orga-
nization) 2 libraries in 6 countics:
Carroll, . .acton, Harrison, Holmes,
Stark, and TuscarawaeLdrarians and
trustees. are basing developnient plaps
on a 1973 survey.

NOLA (Northeastern Ohio Library
Assgtiation) — 24 librarics in 5 coun-
ties: Ashtabula, Columbiana, Geauga,
Mahoning and Trumbnll. Reference,
interlibrar  loan, photocopying, and
staff devele 1 aent services., \

NORWELD (Northwestern Library
District) — 29 lbraries m 11 countics:
Dcfiance, t.ric, I'ulton, Iancock,
Henry, Huran, Ottawa, Paulding, San-
dusky, Sencea, and Wood. 'tovides ref-
erence servive, interlibrary loan, and
photocopy service from*the Toledo-
Lucas County Public Library; work-

)

circuit.
N

~

shaps for arca stafl; and an 8MM film~
o .

SOLQ (Southeastern Ohio Library Or-
ganization) — 13 libratjes in 9 coun-
tics: Belmont, Guerfikey, Harrison,
Monroe, Morgan, Muskingum, Noble,
Perry, and Washirigton, Thie"State Li-

« brary Regional Service Center at Cald-
well serves as-a vehicie for interlibrary
cooperation in this arca,

SWORY (Southwestern Ohio’Rural Li-
braries Council) — 12 hibraries in 7
counties: Ac «ms, Brown, Clermont,
Clhinton, IFayette, 1hghland, and. Wag-

ren. Creation of a S\WORL oflice in ]

» 1968 hay enabled these libiaries to de-
velop a variety of progams to extend
services and imiprove collections. A
contract with the Cincinaati public li-

ary provides refcrence, backstop and
iping assistance, .

WORILDS (\Western Ohio Regional I,.i-
brary Development System) ~— 14 i-
brarics in 8 countics: Allen, Auglaize,
Mardin, Logan, Mcicer, Putnam,
Shelby, and Van Werl. Collection ge-

- -tvelopnient and stafl tilining progrims

jare provided with the help of a half-
“time director.”’ ’

OVAL (Ohlc Vallay Arca Libraries) is an Area Library Service Organization

P )
N organized under Sec. 3375.70 of the Ohio Revised Code und is supported by
_ statc funds. 12 libraries it 1l counties: Athens, Gallia, Hockmyg, Jackson,

Lawrence, Meigs, Pickaway, Pike,.Ross, Scioto, and Vinton.

=-~-from a meniorandum submitted by the State Librarian to the Houst und Sénare Finance

"C}--“ncne. February 18, 1975. Printed secuons appearcd in T)_:g State Library Review, 1973-1974.
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.- ~ Fiscal Years 1970 41974 _

Multicounty . . )

Cooperative | FY 1970 | ¥y 19m | Py 1’9/2 FY 1973 | FY 1974 |1 TOTAL |

COIN 4 g 539,833 | 8 $'33,781 | 40,425 | | $114,039

wro | ¢ ] seso0 | oauses | 28,148 ‘7?,473 v

MILO “ 29,000 | | 26,522 35,685 | | 9[:'1,,2'007 :

MOLO? <( 633630 61,766 | S se.000 16‘4@7\" |

NOLA N s2.672 | 25,12 | 69,494 157;;08, '
‘\IORWELDb 21.% 29,006 I . 27,000 | 18,423 51,178 | | 125,601

OVAL % 61,085 59,000 84,985.| 90,608" | 278,732 | | 574,370

soLo® | 140,325 | 127,560 149,823 130,133 | 158,783 | | 706,624

SWORL 2z | 80,87 93,000 71,698 | 84,760.] | 341,573

-, \ -

WORLDS o 45,445 | 9,978 | 37,005 92,428

1 . - - - l B -
- TOTALS | $212,612 | $428,896 | $561,491 | $416,410 | $823,210 | 2,442,619

|
f
i
|

aMOLO includes AIRS grants in FY 1971 and 1972, o &
bNORWELD includes WELD grants in FY 1971 and 1973 and NW/S grant in FY 1972

®SOLO includes federal and state expendxtux es (exclusive of contract revenue) fqr
operation of the\ Southeastern Ohio Regional Center. ‘

’

Table prepared at The State Library, March 1975,
d
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Appendix IV

Profile of Proposed Services in Multicounty Cooperatives, 1975
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- . AEEendix VI

Summary of Expenditures Proposed by OVAL, 1973-1975

Collection development

. Adult services development -

Alleviating special problems
Public information program
Access to major resources
Staff development
Administration and planning
/ .

e

P

Adult services development
Children's services development
Staff development

Public information -
Alleviating special problems
Extension development
Administration and planning

*including $58,438 book by mail

Adult services development
Children's services development
Staff development -
Public information

Extension development

_Alleviating special problems

Administration and planning

*including an estimated $64,364

for books by mail

4

$20,390
7,667
20,720 ‘
2,810
9,646
1,810

28,057

$91,100

$ 61,311
39,958
3,015 *
6,020 . -
22,000 .°
72,888%
73,540

$278,732

.

$ 80,293
59,152
2,535 )
4,600 ’
96,988%* :
35,840

Y 38,235
$368,643

ey N
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. A}

From Rules and’Requlations of the .
OLA/OLTA Joint Governing Board

¢
¢ . PREAMBLE

In order to create a vehicle by which the Ohio Library Association .-
and the Ohip Library Trustees Association can effectiwvely execute their functions,

a joint executive office and controlling board is hereby established. It shall

.

be the purpose of this office to advance total llﬁrary development in the State

of Ohio, the education of menlcrs of both groups, the interpretation of library

- needs to the'gené}al public and legislative bodies, to support the programs,
T3 'Av . & ! .
functions and ope.ations of the State Library, and to render to individual libraries,

librarians and trustees important, services which do not conflict with the functions

o

of the State Library.

1 [ [

©

Functions of Office - In general the office will provide services which

will promote the develépment of libraries, assist librarians and trustees in the

LI
-

performance of their functions, and will interpret library services and needs to

the public in genéral. Any services which are properly the ?uncti3n or which |
dhplicate those performed by the State Library shall be performed only at the

request of or in cooperation with the State Library. Specifically such services .

. %

shall include: « * ' s

C. Provide supporf for State Library funhctions

»

-5

~

Ohio Library Associatidn,’Ohio Library Trustees Association

Handbook. Ohio Library Foundation, 1968. p. 56.
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